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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to examine if there is a relationship between independent
variables—special education teachers’ emotional/interpersonal stressors, personality type, and
worklife variables—and special education teachers’ burnout. Burnout is as complex as it is
destructive for the special education teachers, who are likely to cite burnout as a major factor
contributing to their pre-retirement departure from education. Burnout consists of three factors:
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization/cynicism, and decreased estimation of personal
contribution to the work. Six-hundred and ninety-two (n = 692) of Minnesota’s Tier Four
licensed special education teachers participated in the study by completing a survey related to
their level of burnout in three areas (emotional exhaustion, depersonalization and cynicism, and
personal contribution to the work). The results suggest that the incendiary origin for burnout
cannot be attributed to a single source: employee and organizational fit in the areas of values,
fairness, workload, and reward all heighten the potential for an increase in employee burnout.
Similarly, special education teachers who can be described as neurotic/low emotional stability
and agreeable are more likely to suffer from burnout than their extraverted peers. Finally, a
negative relationship exists between the advancement of job tenure and age and burnout.
Keywords: special education teachers, burnout, work-life factors, personality

4
Dedication
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potential is unyielding.
Finally, be strong in the Lord and in his mighty power. Put on the full armor of God, so
that you can take your stand against the devil’s schemes. For our struggle is not against flesh and
blood, but against the rulers, against the authorities, against the powers of this dark world and
against the spiritual forces of evil in the heavenly realms. Therefore, put on the full armor of
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of the Spirit, which is the word of God. And pray in the Spirit on all occasions with all kinds of
prayers and requests. With this in mind, be alert and always keep on praying for all the Lord’s
people. Pray also for me, that whenever I speak, words may be given me so that I will fearlessly
make known the mystery of the gospel, for which I am an ambassador in chains. Pray that I may
declare it fearlessly, as I should. (Ephesians 6: 10-20)
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Chapter One: Introduction
Many individuals enter the field of education to fulfill a “calling” and pursue their
passion for people and their potential (Bullough & Hall-Kenyon, 2012; Farkas et al., 2000;
Futernick, 2007: Levine, 2013; Prather-Jones, 2011). Initially, teachers are full of energy and
possess a desire to make a positive impact in the lives of students (Buric et al., 2019; Futernick,
2007; Maslach & Leiter, 2007; Maslach et al., 2001). Unfortunately, passion alone is insufficient
in order to maintain long-term employment as a special education teacher (Betoret, 2006; Bettini
et al., 2017; Cancio et al., 2017; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Hagaman & Casey, 2018;
Hammerness, 2003; Minnesota Department of Education, 2017; Liuzzi, 2021; Schlichte et al.,
2005). While special education teachers find value in and are committed to their work, within
their first three years of service, many special education teachers depart from the profession
(Albrecht et al., 2009, Cancio et al., 2018; George et al., 1995; Higher Education Consortium for
Special Education, 2014; Mark & Anderson, 1985). Specifically, 40% to 50% of new teachers
leave the educational field within their first five years of service (Alliance for Excellent
Education, 2014; Education Minnesota, 2021a, 2021b; Liuzzi, 2021). The decline of special
educators presents negative consequences across multiple stakeholder groups.
In the sections that follow, the researcher will describe in detail, the pervasive issue of
special education teacher attrition in Minnesota, the effects thereof, and burnout’s contribution to
special education teachers’ early attrition. The researcher has gathered information through a
review of existing literature and has conducted a survey to understand burnout among special
education teachers in Minnesota (Creswell, 2009; Mujis, 2004). Therefore, the study was
considered quantitative in nature (Creswell, 2009; Mujis, 2004). Three surveys were
administered to participants: the Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators (MBI-E) (Maslach et
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al., 1986), Areas of Worklife Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011), and the Ten-Item Personality
Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003a).
Background of the Study
Special Education Teacher Shortages in Minnesota
During the 2017-2018 school year, 16% of school age students, or approximately
141,000 students, received special education and related services in Minnesota (Gozali-Lee &
Connell, 2019; Minnesota Department of Education, 2017). While the number of identified
students with special needs increases in Minnesota, the number of available teachers has
decreased (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Minnesota Department of Education, 2017). A portion
of the problem can be attributed to limited enrollment in special education licensure programs
through Minnesota’s university and college systems (Liuzzi, 2021). For example, 339 individuals
were enrolled in licensure programs aimed to license teachers to serve students with Specific
Learning disabilities; as opposed to the 4,150 enrolled in Elementary Education programing
(Liuzzi, 2021). Minnesota’s students with disabilities are being educated by untrained teachers
without technical or disability specific expertise (Education Minnesota, 2017; Gozali-Lee &
Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021; Minnesota Department of Education, 2021b, 2021d, 2021e, 2021f,
2021g, 2021h, 2021i).
The declining pool of special education teachers forces school districts to hire underqualified staff to support students who have the most diverse needs (Albrecht et al., 2009;
Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Cancio & Conderman, 2008; George et al., 1995; Gozali-Lee &
Connell, 2019; Education Minnesota, 2017; Katsiynnis et al., 2003; Liuzzi, 2021; Minnesota
Department of Education, 2017; Pullis, 1992). The ongoing presence of teachers with limited
skills in the classroom contributes to an increased gap in learning for students who are already
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faced with significant challenges (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005;
Fetler, 1999; Futernick, 2007; Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Goe, 2002; Goe & Coggshall, 2007; Hawk
et al., 1985; Wenglinsky, 2000; Wilson et al., 2001). Given that the postsecondary outcomes
among students with disabilities are not commensurate with their peers without disabilities
(Minnesota Statewide Longitudinal Education Database System, 2021; National Center for
Education Statistics, 1993, 2021), students with disabilities cannot afford for any portion of their
educational journey to be spent in the presence of underqualified and untrained teachers.
In order to fill vacant special education teacher positions, schools are hiring individuals
with special permissions to teach special populations (Education Minnesota, 2017, 2018; GozaliLee & Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021). Often, a four-year degree can meet the requirements of a
special permission, allowing an individual to fill the role as a teacher without a degree in
education or passing required licensure exams. During the 2017-2018 school year, 780
individuals were working out of compliance in regard to licensure areas or granted special
permissions to serve in the role of academic and behavioral specialists (Gozali-Lee & Connell,
2019). Moreover, 324 special permissions were granted to districts so that an individual could
fulfil the role of a teacher serving students with emotional behavioral disorders (Gozali-Lee &
Connell, 2019). Two hundred and fifty-five (255) special permissions were granted for
applicants to serve students with specific learning disabilities (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019).
Special permissions were also obtained for the fields of developmental cognitive delay (526),
early childhood special education (284), and autism spectrum disorders) (236) (Gozali-Lee &
Connell, 2019). Of the public school entities, public charter schools are more likely to hire
unlicensed staff and seek special permissions (Liuzzi, 2021).
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Administrative teams in 58% of school districts report that there are significantly fewer
available teachers in Minnesota, while 42% report that teacher shortages are a significant
problem (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019. Now in 2021, 70% of districts, rural, urban, and
suburban, report that the issue of teacher shortage is either a significant or very significant matter
to be addressed (Liuzzi, 2021). Minnesota Department of Education (2017) reported that there
was a 46% increase in teacher departure since the 2008-2009 school year. The field of special
education is one of the most prominent areas of teacher shortage and, given that Minnesota
identifies 13 separate disability categories, the field of special education disproportionally has
the largest number of vacancies (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021).
Special education teachers’ attrition is at the root of the hiring cycle: during the 20172018 school year, more than 8,000 individuals maintained a special education license (GozaliLee & Connell, 2019). However due to a myriad of reasons, these would-be special education
teachers opted out of the field (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021). While retirement was
cited as a rationale for departure for a portion of the teachers, the majority cited the following for
termination status: “personal reasons,” moving to “other educational job,” and “unknown”
(Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021; Minnesota Department of Education, 2017). Via
survey, 167 of 605 Minnesota school administrators reported that teacher salary was one of the
highest barriers to teacher retention (Minnesota Department of Education, 2017). Thirty-seven
school administrators felt that lacking professional development or mentoring opportunities have
impacted teacher retention (Minnesota Department of Education, 2017).
In an effort to mitigate special education teachers’ attrition, researchers have studied the
variables leading to the resignation of special education teachers. True, substandard pay is a
factor (Long, 2017); however, of all the variables that lead to teacher attrition, compensation is
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the least cited reason for early attrition. Cancio et al. (2018) found that a combination of external
organizational factors are the catalysts to special education teachers’ burnout (Buric et al., 2019).
Burnout is one of the most important conditions to precede pre-retirement departure of special
education teachers (Cancio & Conderman, 2008; Farkas et al., 2000). Brunsting et al. (2014)
reviewed variables impacting special education teachers’ attrition from 1979-2013 and,
remarkably, the authors concluded that burnout was the key factor in special education teachers’
departure (Shen et al., 2015). To that end, the presence of COVID-19 and its effects on the
educational system have about 30% of Minnesota’s teachers seeking an early exit (Education
Minnesota, 2020; Haavik, 2020).
Effects of Teachers’ Attrition on School Districts
Sixty-seven (67%) of special education teachers’ early attrition is unrelated to retirement
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). The perpetual teacher staff rotation and understaffing predicament
costs the United States a monetary sum of 2.2 billion dollars annually (Education Minnesota,
2017a; Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Higher Education Consortium for Special Education, 2014; Kim
et al., 2019; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019). The cost of teachers’ turnover can cost a school
district up to double the annual salaries and benefits of the teachers who left the position in
addition to the costs of hiring new staff (Benner, 2000; Futernick, 2007). Those costs do not
include the time and energy that administrative teams spend interviewing, hiring, acclimating,
and training replacement teachers (Benner, 2000; Futernick, 2007; Garcia & Weiss, 2019).
Moreover, when teachers depart from a position, they create a void, taking with them students’
background knowledge, trust, and relationships with families and colleagues (Futernick, 2007).
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Effects of Teachers’ Burnout on Students
Teachers burdened by the complexities of burnout are less likely to fully engage with
students or their class as a whole (Appleton et al., 2008; Brunsting et al., 2014; Buric et al., 2019;
Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Collie & Martin, 2015; Gage, 1965; Shen et al., 2015). The
wellbeing and engagement of special education teachers has a direct and negative impact on
students’ success and motivation (Appleton et al., 2008; Brunsting et al., 2014; Buric et al.,
2019; Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Collie & Martin, 2015; Gage, 1965; Shen et al., 2015).
Students are more likely to make academic gains if they have a strong relationship with their
teacher (Cornelius-White, 2007; Hattie, 2008).
Statement of Problem
Special education teachers’ attrition is a significant problem for stakeholders in
Minnesota (Benner, 2000; Brunsting et al., 2014; Buric et al., 2019; Collie & Martin, 2015;
Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Cornelius-White, 2007; Education Minnesota, 2017; Futernick,
2007; Gage, 1965; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Kim et al., 2019; Shen et al., 2015). The
continual, reactionary response to teacher vacancies creates inefficiencies for school-based
teams, including financial burdens for school districts and interrupted relationships between
families and school staff (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). The effects of burnout often leave individual
teachers with a weakened emotional state, unemployed, and seeking work outside of the field in
which they have invested personal and financial resources. Given that burnout is a leading factor
in teachers’ attrition, it is imperative to further study the factors associated with special education
teachers’ burnout (Shen et al., 2015).
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Burnout
Burnout is a common thread connecting individuals working in the human services
industry (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson,
1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). In the
education sector, the role of special educators has been deemed to be more stressful than that of
general educators (Billingsley, 2004; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017; Sloan Nichols & LaPlante
Sosnowsky, 2002; Wisniewski & Gargiulo, 1997). Special educators’ stress can stem from a
mismatch between employees and their role in an organization (Chatterjee, 2021; Leiter &
Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach
& Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al.,
2001; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Ongoing stress leads to burnout, which is considered to be
a state of mental distress; rather than persistent stress or a string of gray days (Maslach, 1976,
1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach &
Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Maslach used the term “burnout” to
describe the combination of internal and external factors contributing to an individual’s feelings
of emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and a decreased sense of self-efficacy (Chatterjee, 2021;
Freudenberger, 1975; Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001;
Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 2005,
2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Maslach and colleagues
identified burnout to be a “psychological syndrome in response to chronic interpersonal stressors
on the job” (2001, p. 399). The sections below describe contributing factors to burnout.
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Organizational Factors that Lead to Burnout
The characteristics of an organizational structure and its culture can bring forth elements
of burnout, even in the most seasoned and talented special education teachers (Cornelius &
Gustafson, 2020; Chatterjee, 2021; Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998;
Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach &
Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Shen et al.,
2015). School climate and culture, external contributors to burnout, are important for students
and staff alike (Albrecht et al., 2009; Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020; McLeskey et al., 2017;
Hattie, 2008; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach &
Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009;
Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2002; University of Wisconsin River Falls, 2014;). School
leadership has an impact on school culture, special education teachers’ employment satisfaction,
and students’ success (Albrecht et al., 2009; Bettini & Jones et al., 2017; Billingsley, 2004;
Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Bettini & Gilmour et al., 2019; Billingsley & McLeskey et al., 2017;
Cancio et al., 2013; Chatterjee, 2021; Cornelius & Gustafson; 2020; Fowler et al., 2019; Kaff,
2004; Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al.,
2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016;
Maslach et al., 2001; Prather-Jones, 2011; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Leiter et
al., 2009). A strong, cohesive community is one that can motivate its members and sustain
forward movement despite barriers (Bandura, 2001; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001;
Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli et al.,
2002, 2009; University of Wisconsin, River Falls, 2014).
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Ever-increasing caseloads and corresponding paperwork, ambiguous administrative
support, and vacillating or absent collegiality are additional external stressors that impact special
education teachers’ employment longevity (Albrecht et al., 2009; Billingsley, 2004; Billingsley
& Bettini, 2019; Brunsting et al., 2014; Cancio & Conderman, 2008; Cancio et al., 2018;
Embich, 2001; Futernick, 2007; George et al., 1995; Gonzalez, 1995; Hagaman & Casey, 2018;
Jones et al., 2013; Kaff, 2004; Katsiyannis et al., 2003; Prather-Jones, 2011; Pullis, 1992;
Rosenholtz, 1989; Schlichte et al., 2005). Also frustrating for special education teachers is their
perpetual need to navigate their role without experience or the benefit of a clear job description
(Brunsting et al., 2014; Embich, 2001; Mastropieri, 2001).
Furthermore, the constant need to simultaneously advocate for students with special
needs, while educating general education colleagues and administration about their roles and
responsibilities according to statute, federal regulations, and advertised school philosophy can be
burdensome for special education teachers (Bauwens, 1994; Embich, 2001; Futernick, 2007;
Ludeen & Ludeen, 1993; Myles & Simpson, 1989; Kaff, 2004; Pugach & Johnson, 1995; Voltz
et al., 1994). In contrast to special education teachers working in a separate school for students
with disabilities, special education teachers have cited a lack of collegial support when employed
in traditional public schools where special education programming is only a segment of the
larger structure (Albrecht et al., 2009; Pullis, 1992).
Interpersonal Factors Contributing to Burnout
By virtue of the role, special education teachers have access to an immense level of
family and student data, far greater than general education teachers (Code of Ethics for
Minnesota Teachers, 2017; Core Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018; “Children with
a Disability,” 2021; “Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act,” 1975; “Individuals with
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Disabilities Education Improvement Act,” 2004; Special Education and Special Programs, 2020;
Standards of Effective Practice for Teachers, 2016; Teachers of Special Education, 2017a,
2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j; Teachers of Special Education,
2018). For example, through the evaluation process, the fact gathering procedure to determine a
student’s eligibility for special education services, a member of the evaluation team, often the
special education teacher, interviews one or more of the student’s family (Core Skills for
Teachers of Special Education, 2018; “Children with a Disability,” 2021; “Education for All
Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act,” 2004; McLeskey et al., 2017; Special Education and Special Programs, 2020; Standards of
Effective Practice for Teachers, 2016; Teachers of Special Education, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c,
2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j; Teachers of Special Education, 2018). During
the interview, teachers generally ask about students’ developmental milestones, family history of
illness, disability, trauma, and the caregiver’s impressions of the child (“Evaluations and
Reevaluations”, 2015; “Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act,” 2004;
Teachers of Special Education, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i,
2017j). Managing delicate information and an obvious power imbalance requires excellent
relational skills. In this manner, special education teachers’ work is akin to social workers or
counselors (School Counselors, 2016; School Social Workers, 2018)
The fields of social work and nursing are also prone to burnout due to the demands of the
occupation, minus adequate resources and the opportunity to recuperate (Can & Watson, 2019;
Schaufeli et al., 2002). The term “compassion fatigue” is a synonym for burnout commonly used
in the medical field (Can & Watson, 2019; Dall’Ora et al., 2020; Figley, 1995, 2002). Similar to
those facing burnout, individuals with compassion fatigue identify with desensitization to those
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in their care, apathy, diminished productivity and feelings of accomplishment (Can & Watson,
2019; Mottaghi et al., 2020). It appears that special education teachers, similar to nurses, social
workers, and mental health providers are united in their lack of administrative support, large
caseloads, trauma exposure, and limited resources (Can & Watson, 2019; Dall’Ora, 2020). The
concepts of compassion fatigue and burnout are unique in that the genesis of burnout is the work
and the workplace. The service-oriented intellects are drawn to these areas of employment partly
due to their empathic and hopeful nature. Like other helping professionals, special education
teachers invest time, money, and energy, working to become credentialed to fulfill the selected
role. Cruelly, goal attainment is potentially the beginning to the end of their career as a result of
burnout.
Individual Factors Contributing to Burnout
In contrast to the external stressors, novel experiences, and ambiguity of the role, the
work of special education teachers is also personal: the occupation requires special education
teachers to be internally driven, having tendencies toward empathy, hope, optimism, selfawareness, reflection, and relatability (Core Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018,
Levine, 2013; Mastropieri, 2001; McLeskey et al., 2017). The National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), now absorbed into the Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (2021), identified that teacher preparation programs
should develop special education teachers to have the skills to understand that the field of special
education is constantly developing due to its recent implementation, discovery of best practices,
and maturing through case law (Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation, 2021;
Council for Higher Education Accreditation, 2021; “Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act,” 2004; “Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act,” 1973). NCATE
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(2008) also used phrases to connote that active synthesis of information is an expectation. Void
of passivity, the role calls for an understanding of typical and atypical development in children,
the use of student data and preferences to plan immediate lessons and long-ranging goals for the
child, as well as an ongoing awareness of resources for students and their families (“Education
for All Handicapped Children’s Act,” 1973; “Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act,” 2004; National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, 2008).
To that end, all educators must manifest prosocial behaviors such as collaboration,
cooperation, perspective-taking, caring, and helping (Core Skills for Teachers of Special
Education, 2018; Decety et al., 2016; McLeskey et al., 2017; National Council for Accreditation
of Teacher Education, 2008; Schroeder & Graziano, 2015; Teachers of Special Education,
2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j). NCATE (2008),
identified two core dispositions for all teachers, regardless of discipline; all educators must
believe in fairness and believe that all students can learn (Birmingham, 2009). Boyer (2010)
shared the following summary about the nature of teachers:
Literature indicates that an ethos of caring deeply and empathically about children
and their welfare has been identified as being at the heart of purposeful teaching,
vital to the personal happiness and daily attitude renewal and essential to inspiring
children to care about their own learning. (p. 313)
Given that special education is a deficit-based program, it is imperative for the special
educator to value and embrace a growth-mindset (NCATE, 2008). Therefore, it seems only
fitting for NCATE to maintain the stance that every special educator must believe in fairness and
that every student is capable of learning (NCATE, 2008). Void of hope, teachers will struggle to
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advocate for their students, set goals for their personal growth, and manage student academic and
behavioral regression (Levine, 2013).
Compassion for students and families does not simply cease at the close of the school
day: special education teachers have a propensity to bring worries of work into their home life
(Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020; Pullis, 1992; Shen 2015). Special education teachers often have
feelings of inadequacy due to the magnitude of students’ issues, anxiety due to competing
priorities, and interpersonal conflict between coworkers and families (Billingsley & Bettini,
2019; Cancio et al., 2018; Embich, 2001; George et al., 1995; Kaff, 2004; Maslach & Jackson,
1984; Matheny et al., 2000; Pullis, 1992; Sweeny & Townley, 1993; Wrobel, 1993; Zabel &
Zabel, 1982). In summary, the role of special education teachers is highly complex.
Personality and Burnout
The role of the special education teacher, coupled with organizational, or systemic factors
within the school setting, can serve as catalysts for burnout; ultimately moving the special
education teacher from a place of occupational commitment and engagement to burnout
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Can & Watson, 2019; Dall’Ora et al., 2020; Embich, 2001;
“Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act,” 2004; George et al., 1995; Kaff,
2004; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Matheny et al., 2000; McLeskey
et al., 2017; Pullis, 1992; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Shen et al., 2015; Sweeny & Townley, 1993;
Wrobel, 1993; Zabel & Zabel, 1982). Yet, it is shortsighted to move through the conversation of
burnout without ruminating on the concept of personality and its preponderance on burnout.
Costa and McCrae (1990, 1991, 1992a, 1992b, 1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012, 2016) offered a
variety of insights into personality via the five-factor model of personality, also known as the Big
Five (Costa, 1996; Digman, 1990). The five-factor model works to encompass the wide range of
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personality traits into five categories: openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness,
neuroticism (low emotional stability) (Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992a, 1992b, 1999, 2006a, 2009,
2012, 2016; Digman, 1990; John et al., 2008). Rather than an individual’s personality falling into
one category, Costa and McCrae (1991, 1992a, 1992b, 1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012, 2016) asserted
that personalities consist of measured doses of each domain (Digman, 1990). While age and
neurological conditions can influence personality, traits are considered static due to their
biological foundation (Costa & McCrae, 2009).
Personality and worklife factors are linked, as personality often predicts occupational fit
(Day & Schleicher, 2012; Wilmot & Ones, 2019). Maslach and Leiter (2005, 2007, 2016)
identified a number of personal traits that can increase the likelihood of burnout. Individuals with
poor and avoidant conflict resolution skills and an external locus of control may be at risk for
burnout as opposed to their more adaptable peers (Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016).
Researchers agree that the neurotic personality type is most linked to burnout (Cano-Garcia et
al., 2005; Fontana & Abouserie, 1993; Kokkinos, 2007; Maslach & Leiter, 2007). While data
exists to substantiate this claim, research on special education teachers, personality type, and
relationship to burnout has yet to be conducted. The Big Five can describe human behavior
across cultures; therefore, one may assume that portions of the research making claims for
general education teachers, can also be applied to special education teachers (Costa & McCrae,
1991; Schmitt et al., 2007). That being said, there is a paucity of academic research with a focus
on special education teachers and how their predominant personality types are associated with
burnout.

26
Effects of Burnout on Special Education Teachers
In addition to affecting teachers’ mental and physical health, burnout erodes teachers’
strength-based assets, such as emotional availability, empathy, hope, and investment in the work
(Goutas, 2008; Levine, 2013; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; McCarthy et al., 2006; Pines,
1993; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017; Shen et al., 2015). Exhausted teachers are viewed as
ineffective by students and unhelpful by colleagues (Shen et al., 2015). Within the context of
burnout research, one significant finding is that the precursor to burnout is the job itself:
occupations requiring a demonstration of empathy and service to others leave some individuals
more prone to burnout than others (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al.,
2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli &
Leiter et al., 2009). As a result, the work itself alienates and defeats those with the talent and
heart who are initially drawn to human service.
The primary and most cited component of burnout is emotional exhaustion (Buric et al.,
2019; Goutas, 2008; Levine, 2013; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al.,
2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli &
Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007). Emotional exhaustion is described as the
ceaseless feeling of fatigue that is unable to be satiated by rest or lack of immediate obligation to
the work (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson,
1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli &
Salanova et al., 2007). This individual component of burnout is not due to boredom within
employment; instead, it is an ongoing investment of empathy and effort that is no longer
sustainable by the individual responsible for care (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001;
Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016;
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Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Conflict within the workplace and workload also have a
significant impact on individuals’ level of exhaustion (Bettini, 2017; Billingsley & Bettini;
Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981;
Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009).
Depersonalization, the interpersonal effect of burnout, can be identified by individuals’
laissez faire attitude about outcomes for others, in this case, students, colleagues, and families
(Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a,
1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009. Maslach wrote that
cynicism is a strategy for coping, as one distances themselves from the concerns and issues of
others. In extreme cases, the service providers no longer view the clients as people, rather as
objects that need managing (Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson,
1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). The selfevaluative segment of burnout is observed as service providers demonstrate a sense of surrender
to the role and assesses their contributions to the work as futile (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et
al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005,
2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). In this state, the individuals deem their contribution
to students’ growth, innovation within their department, and overall abilities as useless,
ineffective, and worthless (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018;
Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et
al., 2009).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine if there is a relationship between independent
variables—special education teachers’ emotional/interpersonal stressors, personality type, and
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worklife variables—and special education teachers’ burnout. Furthermore, data collected from
this study will allow the researcher to examine the predominant indicator of special education
teachers’ burnout: either their personality or other organizational factors. With an understanding
of personality traits and their propensity toward burnout, preservice and current special education
teachers can take proactive steps to understand occupational fit and allow for proactive skill
building. In addition, school leaders’ reflection upon systemic practices within the organization
may lead to insights on teachers’ attrition and a modification of current and alienating
organizational systems and practices. The information gained from this study can be used to
inform coursework at the university level and professional development opportunities for
preservice and current special education teachers with the intention of limiting burnout and
lowering teachers’ attrition. Through comprehensive professional development, on-the-job
training, and university coursework for special education teachers, this population of service
providers may be better prepared to monitor, prevent, or reduce their rates of burnouts through
an enhanced understanding of some of the principle causes of burnout.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The researcher developed two research questions and four hypotheses to guide the study:
RQ1: Is there a significant relationship between special education teachers’ personality
type (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness) and burnout?
Ho1: There is no significant relationship between special education teachers’ personality
type (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness) and burnout.
Ha1: There is a significant relationship between special education teachers’ personality
type (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness) and burnout.
Individuals with personality types high in neuroticism and low in extraversion, openness,
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conscientiousness and agreeableness will have a significant positive relationship with special
education teachers’ burnout.
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between special education teachers’ worklife
variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout?
Ho2: There is no significant relationship between the special education teachers’ worklife
variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout.
Ha2: There is a significant positive relationship between the special education teachers’
worklife variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout.
Special education teachers citing a mismatch between personal and the worklife variable of
community, will have a higher propensity to burnout.
Significance of the Study
Presently, public schools are desperate to hire adequately licensed special educators
(Albrecht et al., 2009; Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Cancio & Conderman, 2008; George et al.,
1995; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Education Minnesota, 2017; Katsiynnis et al., 2003; Liuzzi,
2021; Minnesota Department of Education, 2017; Pullis, 1992). The results of this study may
inform hiring, professional development, and culture setting practices for school administrators.
Results may also have a positive impact on reducing special education teachers’ attrition. The
study of teacher attrition is an investment in both teachers, as well as students. Should
stakeholders wish to close the achievement gap, and support students across the developmental
spectrum, further study into special education teacher retention is imperative (Cornelius, 2020;
Crosson, 2021; EdAllies, 2019; Shockman, 2019; University of Minnesota, 2021). At present, a
study has not been completed to understand the relationship between special education teachers’
personality, engagement, and organizational factors leading to occupational burnout.
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Rationale
Together with school districts, students with disabilities and their advocates desire to
engage with capable, healthy, and credentialed special education teachers. The field of special
education is more technical and regulated (local, state, and federal) than general education (Core
Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018; “Children with a Disability,” 2021; “Education
for All Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act,” 2004; McLeskey et al., 2017; Special Education and Special Programs, 2020;
Standards of Effective Practice for Teachers, 2016; Teachers of Special Education, 2017a,
2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j; Teachers of Special Education,
2018). To that end, in order to fully implement the law, special educators must acquire and
embrace the interpersonal aspects of the role. Moreover, due to the relational nature of special
education, students, families, and school teams are best served by special educators who are able
to maintain long-term employment in one setting. Although this may be the initial intent of the
special educator, maintaining employment in the field beyond five years, without capitulating to
burnout, is a statistical anomaly in research (Albrecht et al., 2009; Billingsley & Bettini, 2019;
Cancio et al., 2018; Education Minnesota, 2017a; George et al., 1995; Higher Education
Consortium for Special Education, 2014; Mark & Anderson, 1985; Schlechty & Vancy, 1983).
Both practicing and preservice teachers must understand the realities of burnout. In
doing so, they may develop skills to recognize signs of loss in engagement and develop coping
and prevention strategies to stave off departure (Maslach, 1978, 1998; Maslach & Leiter, 2005,
2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001). Unquestionably, self-awareness and agency allowing for
independent thoughts and decision making, are fundamental skills for special education teachers
(Bandura, 2001). To that end, school administrators must also understand the individual nature of
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their applicants and employees and monitor signs of burnout. Systems and assignments arranged
by the administrator and their team can safeguard the cultivation of burnout within special
education teachers and associated teams. A variety of researchers have concluded that special
education teachers working to serve students with disabilities in the age range of 13-19 years of
age are more likely to suffer from burnout compared than other teachers (Brunsting et al., 2014;
Carlson & Thompson, 1995; Frank & McKenzie, 1993; Weber & Toffler, 1989). In particular,
special educators working with students who meet the disability category of emotional or
behavioral disorders (EBD) are most prone to burnout (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Brunsting et
al., 2014; Frank & McKenzie, 1993; Zabel et al., 1984; Zabel & Zabel, 1982). Special education
teachers’ attrition will continue in perpetuity without the ongoing assessment of the convergence
and cooperation of departments, workload, autonomy, workplace equity, acknowledgement, and
values (Dall’Ora et al., 2020; Maslach, 1998; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach &
Pines, 1977, 1979; Maslach et al., 2001).
Definition of Terms
Adaptability is a measurement of an individual’s ability to respond behaviorally and
cognitively to novel and unpredictable information, stimuli, or situations (Martin et al., 2012).
Agreeableness is one of the five personality traits within the Five Factor model of
personality (Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992a, 1992b, 1999, 2006b, 2009, 2012; John et al., 2008).
Individuals with agreeableness as a dominant personality trait demonstrate warmth and
compassion towards others and tend to be described as friendly (Corcoran & O’Flaherty 2016;
John et al., 2008; Graziano & Tobin, 2018; Matthews et al., 1998).
Burnout can be described as the “psychological syndrome in response to chronic
interpersonal stressors on the job” (Maslach et al., 2001, p. 399).
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Charter schools are not consistently defined across the United States. In this study, the
researcher focuses on public schools in Minnesota; charter schools fall within this category
(Schroeder, 2004). The charter movement began in Minnesota in 1992 and includes 173 charter
schools that exist in the state today (Minnesota Association of Charter Schools, 2020; Parra,
2018). Charter schools are created to fulfill a specific mission and vision created by the school
founders, school board, and community members (Minnesota Association of Charter Schools,
2020). Missions and visions range from dual-language immersion, Montessori, classical
education, math, science, arts, or music focus (Minnesota Association of Charter Schools, 2020).
Being public schools, charter schools enroll all applicants without discriminating based on race,
ability, gender, and sexuality (Minnesota Association of Charter Schools, 2020; Schroeder,
2004). The charter school initiative is based on principles of innovation and offering school
choice to students and families (Minnesota Association of Charter Schools, 2020; Schroeder,
2004). While charter schools are public schools, charter schools do not have the ability to levy or
ask residents for referendums (Minnesota Association of Charter Schools, 2021).
Conscientiousness is defined by Jackson and Roberts (2018) as one trait within the Five
Factor personality trait model, as an individual’s propensity to be goal oriented, organized,
deliberate, and self-disciplined (Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992, 1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012; John et
al., 2008; Matthews et al., 1998).
Depersonalization is the interpersonal segment of burnout. Depersonalization can be
evidenced by a decrease of empathy and reciprocal interaction between the caregiver and the
student (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson,
1981a, b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli &
Salanova et al., 2007).
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Direct instruction includes individualized lessons and programming provided to a student
with a disability via a special education teacher or related service provider (PACER Center, Inc.,
2018a; U.S. Department of Education, 2017a).
A Director of Special Education is a school administrator that is charged with supporting
special education programming, finance, staffing, and staff development for a school district,
ultimately ensuring that all students with disabilities are afforded a free and appropriate
education in their least restrictive environments (INDIGO Education, 2019a).
The Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act, Public Law 94-142, was enacted in
1975 (“Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act,” 1975). The federal law mandated a free,
appropriate public education in a student’s least restrictive environment for all students with
disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 2017c, 2017d).
Engagement was defined by Maslach and Leiter (1976, 1997) as the antithesis of burnout;
one’s energy and involvement in their work. Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) described engagement
as a measure of an individual’s vigor, dedication, and absorption into one’s work (Schaufeli et
al., 2002; Schaufeli, et al., 2009).
Emotional exhaustion is often described as the intrapersonal, or internal component of
burnout. Individuals experiencing burnout no longer possess the ability to replenish their
psychological resources needed to meaningfully engage in caretaking roles (Maslach, 1976,
1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach &
Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007).
The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (2015) is a federal law that was revised and
instated on December 10, 2015, under President Obama’s tenure. ESSA (2015) is a revision of
the No Child Left Behind Act (U.S. Department of Education, 2003). ESSA is a set of legal
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guidelines written to ensure educational equity and quality for all learners (U.S. Department of
Education, 2014).
Extraversion is one of the five personality traits within the five factor model of
personality (Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992a, b, 1999, 2006b, 2009, 2012; John et al., 2008).
Individuals with extraversion as a dominant personality trait can be described as talkative, social,
optimistic, and assertive (John et al., 2008; Matthews et al., 1998; Wilt & Revelle, 2018).
Genderqueer is a term used to describe individuals that do not subscribe to the
permanence of gender; they see gender as fluid, rather than an alignment with the physical nature
of the body (Human Rights Campaign, 2021).
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 is an updated
version of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (“Education for All
Handicapped Children’s Act,” 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act,” 2004). IDEA further underscores the educational rights of students with disabilities
(“Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act,” 2004). The law also clarifies the
roles and responsibilities of state and local education agencies (“Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act,” 2004).
The Individualized Education Program (IEP) is a written agreement between the school
in which the student is enrolled and the family of the child with a disability (Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004). The IEP team identifies the child’s areas of
need, which have been researched by a school-based evaluation team (“Special Education and
Special Programs,” 2020; PACER Center, Inc., 2018b). This team can include a school
psychologist, the child’s general education teacher, a special educator, the child’s family
members, as well as related service providers (U.S. Department of Education, 2017b). The IEP
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team agrees on services and supports that will help the child make progress towards their annual
goals, derived from said areas of need. The IEP may contain services and supports that are
specially designed to aid the child in growing academically, behaviorally, or emotionally
(“Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act,” 2004; McLeskey et al., 2017).
Indirect instruction includes services provided to a student with a disability are those
supports such as planning, collaboration, observation, and assessment of student growth and
need (PACER Center, Inc., 2018a). Each student with an IEP receives both direct and indirect
instruction in order to confer benefit from their programming.
Neuroticism is one of the five personality traits within the Five Factor model of
personality (Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992a, 1992b, 1999, 2006b, 2009, 2012; John et al., 2008;
Tacket & Lahey, 2016). Individuals with a high level of neurotic personality can be described as
worrisome, anxious, and inflexible (Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012).
In 2002, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act was created as a modification to the Every
Student Succeeds Act, which was originally signed into law in 1965 during President Johnson’s
term. NCLB (2002) specifically targeted supports for disadvantaged children, including those
with language differences, disabilities, and limited resources (Klein, 2015). The caveat to the
update was that school districts were responsible for all students conferring educational benefit,
should data not reflect the growth of all students, school districts could jeopardize their access to
federal funds (Klein, 2015).
Non-binary is a term used to describe a person’s decision to identify themselves as a man,
woman, both, and neither (Human Rights Campaign, 2021).
Openness is one of the five personality traits within the Five Factor model of personality
(Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992a, b, 1999, 2006b, 2009, 2012). Individuals that are described as
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having tendencies toward the open personality type are flexible thinkers, able to see multiple
perspectives solutions to an issue, and can readily access their emotions (Corcoran & O’Flaherty,
2016; Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992, 1999, 2006, 2009, 2012).
Prosocial behaviors are actions taken by an individual or a group with an intent to
provide support or help to another individual or group (Schroeder & Graziano, 2015). Schroeder
and Graziano identified cooperation, altruism, helping, and volunteerism as prosocial behaviors.
Related services are services that are designed to help a student access their general and
special education programming are called related services (U.S. Department of Education,
2017b). Speech-language pathology, occupational therapy, transportation, developmental and
adaptive physical education, and social work are all examples of related services that may be
included in a student’s IEP should the student demonstrate a need.
The special education coordinator is a mid-level school administrator, working to
directly support special education teachers in their implementation of Individualized Education
Programs (INDIGO Education, 2019b).
A special education teacher is an individual that has successfully progressed through
targeted coursework in order to assist, educate, and advocate for students with disabilities in both
the public and private sector (INDIGO Education, 2017; Occupational Outlook Handbook,
2020).
Transgender is a term used to describe individuals whose known gender does not match
the body into which they were born (Human Rights Campaign, 2021)
Two-Spirit is a term predominantly used in the Native American community to
characterize members of the community that have same sex relationship preferences, embrace
both male and female norms, including dress and work roles (Indian Health Services, 2021).
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Two-spirit community members are believed to have spiritual powers and are seen as leaders
within the tribe (Indian Health Services, 2021)
Assumptions of the Study
The researcher made a number of assumptions in the execution of the study. The
researcher intends to respond to the two research questions which prompted the study.
Furthermore, the researcher expects their work to be of relevance to school administrators and
special education teachers. In regard to school administration, the literature reviewed, coupled
with this study will prompt a reflective study of current systems and behaviors within the school
community that impact special education teacher attrition and retention. Special education
teachers, current and prospective, will benefit from the details of this work as they further
expand their knowledge of the role and its responsibilities, while increasing awareness of
potential stressors, barriers, and nuances of the role. The researcher is hopeful that special
education staff will feel empowered to self-advocate and make informed employment decisions
generating reciprocal benefits for the teacher, the school community, and students within.
In preparation for the survey portion of the study, the researcher requested email contact
information for currently licensed and practicing special educators from the office of
Minnesota’s Professional Educator Licensing and Standards Board (PELSB). A member of the
PELSB responded to the request for information on December 2, 2020. The researcher received
over 19,300 lines of data, one for each license for each special education teacher in the state of
Minnesota. The researcher infers that all data received from PELSB is accurate and current.
Furthermore, the researcher presumes that special education teachers contacted per the PELSB
data file, will share their employment status within the demographic portion of the survey so that
data can be stratified accordingly. Finally, the researcher infers that by agreeing to voluntary
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participation in the survey, participants understand the rationale for the study and that those
engaged plan to answer questions truthfully.
Nature of the Study
Special education teachers are more likely to leave their chosen field of employment due
to burnout compared to their general education colleagues (Albrecht et al., 2009; Katsiyannis et
al., 2003). Researchers have long reported that burnout is highly prevalent in the field of special
education (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Brunsting et al., 2014; Cancio et al., 2018; Futernick,
2007; Pullis, 1992; Zabel & Zabel, 1982). Given the dates of the aforementioned research,
specifically the research of Zabel and Zabel (1982), it appears that burnout in special education
teachers began upon the federal initiation of nationwide special education itself (“Education for
All Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act,” 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 2010). The core features of burnout—emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and low sense of accomplishment—have led to a pervasive
shortage of special education teachers in the United States and Minnesota (Brunsting et al., 2014;
Cancio et al., 2018; Futernick, 2007; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021; Maslach, 1976,
1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach &
Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Pullis, 1992; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Zabel & Zabel, 1982).
Maslach found that characteristics of the individual, as well as the structure of the environment,
impact the degree of burnout in special education teachers. Given the availability of burnout
research, it is important for school administrators and special education teachers to consider
available research in decision-making (Brunsting et al., 2014; Cancio et al., 2018; Futernick,
2007; Higher Education Consortium for Special Education, 2014; Maslach, 1998; Maslach &
Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Pullis, 1992; Zabel & Zabel, 1982).
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School administrators are well positioned to review data on special education teachers’
burnout in an attempt to reduce special education teachers’ attrition in their buildings and school
districts. Furthermore, school administrators have an opportunity to reflect on their contributions
to teachers’ burnout, as well carefully observe the prevalence of special education teachers’
burnout. Regardless of formal university preparation, special education teachers must seek to
understand the contributing factors to burnout if they endeavor to remain in the field longer than
the standard five or fewer years of service (Albrecht et al., 2009; Cancio et al., 2018; Education
Minnesota, 2021a; George et al., 1995; Mark & Anderson, 1985; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach
et al., 2001; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schlechty & Vancy, 1983). A lack of
understanding or awareness of one’s personal values, preferences, boundaries, and beliefs can
make a special education teacher vulnerable to burgeoning burnout (Maslach, 1998; Maslach et
al., 2001; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016).
This quantitative study was intended to summarize via survey, the current, self-reported
levels of burnout among public school teachers in Minnesota. In addition, consenting special
educators shared their self-reported levels of occupational burnout, as well as personality traits.
When the special education teacher further understands the intersection of the aforementioned
variables and their impact on burnout, the special education teacher may advocate for assistance
and voice their needs.
Organization of the Remainder of the Study
The remainder of this study contains four additional chapters. Chapter Two provides the
reader a review of current literature on special education, burnout, and associated topics. The
justification of the study, philosophy thereof, as well as research and sampling design are
contained in Chapter Three. The chapter also includes the theoretical framework for the study,
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data collection procedures, and ethical considerations. Chapter Four provides an analysis and
examination of survey results. Lastly, Chapter Five details for the reader with the conclusions of
the study, its implications, and recommendations for future research.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Special Education
Approximately 14% of students in the United States are students with disabilities
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2021). While the percentage may appear small, the
percentage represents seven million students (National Center for Education Statistics, 2021).
During the 2017-2018 school year, there were 129,014 students with disabilities participating in
kindergarten through 12th grade and transition age (18-21 years of age) programming for
students with special needs in Minnesota (Minnesota Department of Education, 2019). This
number translates to 15% of public school enrollment in the state (Minnesota Department of
Education, 2019). While school teams strive to improve their evaluation practices and
instructional strategies, they struggle to serve all identified needs resulting from students’
evaluation reports (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021; Minnesota Department of
Education, 2017; PACER Center, Inc., 2018b). Due to special education teacher attrition,
students with disabilities are being educated by individuals without adequate licensure, training,
and experience (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021; Minnesota
Department of Education, 2017). Within the 2017-2018 academic school year, there were 324
adults providing special education instruction to school age learners without a full teaching
license in the area of emotional or behavioral disorders (EBD) (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019).
Additionally, Minnesota public school districts applied for 526 alternative licenses or employed
individuals with lapsed licenses to in order to provide instruction to students developmental
cognitive delay, 284 for early childhood special education, and 236 for and autism spectrum
disorders (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Minnesota Department of Education, 2021b, 2021d,
2021e, 2021f, 2021g, 2021h, 2021i).
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Students with disabilities are more likely to have lower rates of graduation compared to
their neurotypical peers and are also more likely to drop out of school (Archambault, et al., 2009;
McLeskey et al., 2017). In Minnesota 58,386 students graduated from high schools in 2017,
including 6,791 students who met Minnesota disability criteria and received special education
and related services (Minnesota Statewide Longitudinal Education Database System, 2021).
While students without disabilities scored an average of 22.24 on the ACT, the 12% of
Minnesota students with disabilities who took the assessment, scored an average of 16.63 out of
a possible score of 36 (Minnesota Statewide Longitudinal Education Database System, 2021).
Compared to 72% of Minnesota high school graduates without disabilities who attended college,
only 32% of students with disabilities attended college (Minnesota Statewide Longitudinal
Education Database System, 2019). Nationally, first-year college enrollment was composed of
19.4% of students with disabilities, while 80.6% of students without disabilities enrolled in
postsecondary education options (National Center for Education Statistics, 2021).
Students with disabilities also find barriers in the area of employment; 19.1% of
individuals with disabilities were employed compared to 65.9% for those without a disability
(United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2021). People with disabilities
are more likely to be employed on a part-time basis, in comparison to their full-time employed
nondisabled peers (United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2021).
Furthermore, individuals with a disability are two times more likely to be unemployed than
individuals without a disability (United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
2021). The aforementioned obstacles alone underscore the need for special educators to excel in
the areas of passion, perseverance, and programming.
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Special Education: History
Special education has a relatively new presence within the context of public education in
the United States. The construct that is public education began to receive federal funding in 1787
via the Northwest Ordinance (Haubenreich, 2012; National Center for Education Statistics.
1993). Two hundred years later, the federal government garnered support for students with
disabilities within the public education system via the implementation of the Education for All
Handicapped Children’s Act (“Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; U.S.
Department of Education, 2010). The subsequent revisions to the Education for All Handicapped
Children’s Act was revised and was renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Improvement
Education Act (IDEA) (“Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; U.S. Department
of Education, 2010). It was through IDEA that the United States Department of Education
assigned federal dollars to ensure that students with disabilities have access to a free and
appropriate education ln their least restrictive environment (“Education for All Handicapped
Children’s Act”, 1975; U.S. Department of Education, 2010, 2017c, 2017d). Prior to the
implementation of the aforementioned law, only a portion of students with certain disabilities
were supported in the public-school system and many students were placed in institutions (U.S.
Department of Education, 2010). Since the inception of IDEA in 1975 there has been a shortage
of available staff to serve students with special needs (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019).
Being mindful of the youth of the concept, the manner in which teachers educate students
with disabilities continues to evolve through research, discovery of best practices, case law, and
shifting legislation. Given the abundance of changes to legislation and regulation over time,
special education teachers need to be adaptable to adjust their practices in response (Mastropieri,
2001).
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Special Education Teachers’ Preparation
The Minnesota Department of Education (2021i) sanctioned a group of practitioners and
school administrators to study the role of the special educator (Special Education Case Load
Task Force, 2021). The team summarized their work in a document called, Workload
Considerations for Effective Special Education (Minnesota Department of Education, 2021i;
Special Education Case Load Task Force, 2021). The collective identified six elements of a
special educators’ workload: direct and indirect instruction, preparation time for instruction,
program coordination and case management, initial evaluations and reevaluations, directing the
work of paraprofessionals, and other duties as assigned by administration to aid the in the
development of the school community (Minnesota Department of Education, 2021i).
Theoretically the above-mentioned segments are addressed via the teacher licensure process.
In order to apply for employment as a Tier Four level licensed special education teacher
in Minnesota, an individual must successfully complete an accredited teacher preparation
program, state required assessments, and obtain appropriate state-issued licensure (Education
Minnesota, 2018; Minnesota Professional Educator Licensing and Standards Board, 2021).
Minnesota colleges and universities generate course sequences that include content relative to
state and federal special education initiatives and laws. The accumulation of course credit leads
to potential teacher licensure and graduation for the enrollee. Content constructed for Minnesota
teachers are based on the Standards for Effective Practices for Teachers, the Core Skills for
Teachers of Special Education, and the Code of Ethics for Minnesota Teachers (Code of Ethics
for Minnesota Teachers, 2017; Core Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018; Standards of
Effective Practice for Teachers, 2016). The Code of Ethics for Minnesota Teachers underscores
the morality of the role. Teachers must commit to ensuring student safety in terms of their
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emotional, physical, behavioral, and intellectual health (Code of Ethics for Minnesota Teachers,
2017). Minnesota rule is clear; those hired to teach must adhere to a code of conduct that
includes honesty, goodwill, and integrity (Code of Ethics for Minnesota Teachers, 2017).
All potential Tier Four Minnesota teachers engage in coursework directed by the
Standards for Effective Practices for Teachers (2016). The Standards for Effective Practices
(SEP) for Teachers include instruction on learning theory, skills acquisition for children, lesson
planning, and assessment of student growth and understanding (Standards of Effective Practice
for Teachers, 2016). The Standards for Effective Practices for Teachers also promote effective
communication, collaboration with stakeholders, including parents, and the guidelines also
promote an appreciation for and understanding of diversity.
In addition to the Standards for Effective Practices for Teachers (2016), potential special
educators are introduced through coursework to the Core Skills for Teachers of Special
Education (2018). Prospective special educators receive instruction on the complexity of
educational systems, disability specific information, evaluation, and programming for students
with disabilities (Core Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018). As students with special
needs are first considered general education students, special education teachers must have the
capacity to develop lessons for individuals or groups that target state and local district standards
(Minnesota Department of Education, 2021a). Special education teachers are charged with
providing direct indirect instruction to students in subjects such as math and reading, similar to
their general education counterparts (“Children with a Disability,” 2021; “Education for All
Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act,” 2004; Minnesota Department of Education, 2021ia.; Special Education and Special
Programs, 2020; Teachers of Mathematics, 2017; Teachers of Reading, 2018).
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Minnesota rule makers made it clear via the aforementioned Minnesota Rules that
mastery of interpersonal skills are imperative to the work of the teacher. For example, the
authors of the Standards for Effective Practices for Teachers (2016) crafted components of the
rule, citing that licensed teachers engage in reflective practices, perspective taking, and utilize
communication styles to meet the needs of learners. Moreover, licensed special educators must
demonstrate cultural competence and maintain diversity of thought pertaining to the lived
experiences of others (Core Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018).
Tapering from the requirements of educators at large, Minnesota’s recognized disability
categories are expanded upon in Minnesota Rule (Teachers of Special Education, 2017a, 2017b,
2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j, 2018). Specifically, Minnesota Rules
highlight core skills for those teaching in the following disability areas: academic and behavioral
strategist, blind or visually impaired, deaf or hard of hearing, oral and aural deaf education,
developmental adapted physical education, developmental disabilities, early childhood,
emotional or behavioral disorders, specific learning disabilities, physical and health disabilities,
and autism spectrum disorders (Teachers of Special Education, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d,
2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j, 2018). Common to each of the disability specific
descriptions is a section that further expands upon the prioritization of interpersonal relationships
(Teachers of Special Education, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g, 2017h,
2017i, 2017j, 2018). Readers will discover similar language across disabilities.
A teacher of special education: autism spectrum disorders cultivates and maintains
positive, collaborative relationships with children and youth, families, educators, other
professionals, and the community to support development and educational progress.
(Teachers of Special Education, 2017a; Teachers of Special Education, 2018)
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Comparatively, this community-minded mentality is revisited in the Standards for
Effective Practices for Teachers (2016). Similar explicit language is absent from general
education teaching areas such as science, social studies, math, and language arts; however, the
repeated and consistent messaging of the value of human connection is compulsory to special
education.
Equally important are the special education teachers’ responsibilities to address students’
needs in the areas of functional skills and emotional and behavioral development (Minnesota
Department of Education, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d, 2021e, 2021f, 2021g, 2021h, 2021i; PACER
Center, Inc., 2004). Job duties in alignment with supporting students with functional skills needs
may include targeted instruction on daily living, communication, safety, and work skills (Aarhus
et al., 2004; McLeskey et al., 2017; Minnesota Department of Education, 2021a, 2021c, 2021d,
2021e, 2021f, 2021g, 2021h, 2021i; PACER Center, Inc., 2004). Supporting students in the areas
of emotion and behavior regulation may include program development to aid flexible thinking,
the identification of stressors and feelings, goal setting, and perspective taking (Minnesota
Department of Education, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d, 2021e, 2021f, 2021g). While the Individualized
Education Program (IEP) is written for an individual student, students often require support in
developing and maintaining reciprocal, positive relationships with peers (“Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act,” 2004; “Individualized Educational Programs,” 2020;
“Provision of Full Services,” 2017) To that end, special education teachers must have at least a
cursory knowledge of behavioral theory, medical and judicial systems, internal and external
resources to support students and families, as well as related due process paperwork (Core Skills
for Teachers of Special Education, 2018).
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The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC), a national nonprofit that advocates for
students with special needs via supporting special education teachers, created their own set of
standards and ethics (Council for Exceptional Children, 2015a, 2015b). Membership to the
organization is voluntary and accessible via a fee (Council for Exceptional Children, 2021). Akin
to the Minnesota Special Education rules and regulations and the disability specific licensing
standards, CEC’s Standards for Professional Practice (2015b) highlight the technical,
professional development, and relational aspects of the role. Markedly, of the seven categories of
standards, four are specific to the positive and productive interaction with others, resulting in
educational benefit to students: case management, paraprofessionals, families, and colleagues
(Council for Exceptional Children, 2015b).
The Code of Ethics written by CEC echoed similar sentiments to the Code of Ethics for
Minnesota Teachers (Council for Exceptional Children, 2015a; Code of Ethics for Minnesota
Teachers, 2017). However, the work of the CEC includes a commitment on the teachers’ behalf
to the use of data to inform daily practice, a commitment to professional development and
research, and the sharing thereof (Council for Exceptional Children, 2015a). Poignantly, CEC’s
Code of Ethics (2015a) requires full teacher engagement to allow for the maintenance of the
following outcomes: challenging expectations for individuals with exceptionalities to develop the
highest possible learning outcomes and quality of life potential in ways that respect their dignity,
culture, language, and background. The aforementioned expectations contained in CEC’s
Professional Ethics and Standards are near impossible should the special educator meet any of
the symptoms of burnout: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and low personal efficacy
(Council for Exceptional Children, 2015a, 2015b; Maslach et al., 2018).
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As further evidence of their belief in quality education for students with disabilities, the
Council for Exceptional Children partnered with the Collaboration for Effective Educator
Development, Accountability, and Reform (CEEDAR). The two organizations produced HighLeverage Practices in Special Education (Billingsley & Bettini et al., 2019; McLeskey et al.,
2017). Contained within are 22 strategies or behaviors that can be practiced and mastered by a
special education teacher to improve classroom relationships and instructional efficacy
(Billingsley & Bettini et al., 2019; McLeskey et al., 2017). While adherence to the HighLeverage Practices are not mandatory, the group does try to create an opportunity for uniformity
across districts and overtly describes practical and useful strategies for the special educator
(Billingsley & Bettini et al., 2019; McLeskey et al., 2017). The High-Leverage Practices are
segmented into four areas: assessment, collaboration, social and emotional learning and
engagement, and instruction (Billingsley & Bettini et al., 2019; McLeskey et al., 2017).
In summary, Minnesota Rules, High Leverage Practices, Professional Ethics and
Standards (2015a, 2015b), and Minnesota’s disability specific criteria are evidence of the various
responsibilities that one assumes when agreeing to employment as a special education teacher
(Billingsley & Bettini et al., 2019; Code of Ethics for Minnesota Teachers, 2017; Minnesota
Department of Education, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d, 2021e, 2021f, 2021g, 2021h, 2021i; McLeskey
et al., 2017; PACER Center, Inc., 2004; Special Education and Special Programs, 2020;
Standards for Effective Practice for Teachers, 2016; Teachers of Special Education, 2017a,
2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j, 2018). What is not directly stated, but
inherently implied is that individuals without dispositions yielding empathy and hope need not
apply.
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Special Education Teachers’ Skills and Competencies for Success
Given fluctuating federal, state, and local rules and regulations, coupled with staff and
student needs, those employed in the field of special education operate in a constant state of
change. Working within this unique setting requires flexibility and adaptability. Teachers, in
particular, special education teachers, are constantly called upon to react positively to the
changes imposed upon them from administration, students, colleagues, families, and the
combined intersection thereof (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Thankfully, special educators are
not alone in their endeavors.
Special education law, with its nature of inclusivity, calls for a multidisciplinary approach
(Individualized Educational Programs, 2020; McLeskey et al., 2017; “Special Education and
Special Programs,” 2019; U.S. Department of Education, 2017e). At a minimum, general
education teachers and the students’ families are informed and involved participants in the
education process (“Children with a Disability,” 2019; “Special Education and Special
Programs,” 2019; U.S. Department of Education, 2017e). Often, additional members of the
students’ support network are also involved, including county social workers, probation officers,
school-employed and privately-paid service providers, and advocates. The role of special
education teachers includes significant collaboration with administrators, related service
providers, general education teachers, and families (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Blue-Banning,
2004 et al.; Neece et al., 2009). Consequently, special educators manage multiple relationships,
conversations, and meetings. Often, special education teachers lead team members conflict
resolution, motivation, and planning for immediate next steps, as well forecasting over time.
Special education teachers exercise a high degree of adaptability in their workplace.
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Adaptability—an individual’s behavioral and cognitive response to outside stimuli,
information, and environment—plays a role in self-reflectiveness and self-reactiveness (Collie &
Martin, 2016; Holliman, 2018). Holliman and colleagues (2018) positively linked the ability to
plan, persist, and prioritize with adaptability. Adaptability is an essential trait for teachers given
the unpredictable nature of the role (Collie & Martin, 2016). Collie and Martin (2016)
recognized that teachers are called upon to react to changes at the student, classroom, building,
and district levels (Hargreaves, 2005; Mansfield et al., 2012). As a result, teachers with higher
levels of adaptability report a higher level of job satisfaction and well-being, as opposed to their
colleagues without the trait (Collie & Martin, 2016; Martin et al., 2012). In order for teachers to
be adaptive, they must have a strong understanding of instructional content and practices
(Parsons et al., 2016). With this expertise, the adaptive teacher can pivot to meet the needs of a
student as they retrieve strategies from their “toolkit.” Individuals who tend to avoid new or
novel experiences are prone to burnout (Biglan et al., 2013; Brunsting et al., 2014). Adaptability
is considered a protective factor against the emotional exhaustion and cynicism aspects of
burnout (Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012).
Additionally, special education teachers need to exercise a high degree of everyday
decision-making responsibilities through agency; the ability to direct their own thinking,
learning, and development (Bandura, 2001). Agency is constructed of four components,
intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness, and self-reflectiveness (Bandura, 2001). An
individual demonstrates intentionality when they assess a present need and plan to execute a task
in order to meet that need (Bandura, 2001). Teachers consistently display intentionality given the
requirement to plan lessons for students’ instruction, assess students’ growth and learning, and
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facilitate interactions with colleagues (Hong et al., 2009). The role requires the teacher to
“anticipate every situational detail” (Bandura, 2001, p. 6).
As it relates to agency, the concept of forethought has a wider scope than merely
planning: once an individual sets a goal, forethought serves as a guide for the individual
(Bandura, 2001). In this sense, a person uses forethought to direct their activities, knowing that
activities completed in the present will increase the chances of goal attainment (Bandura, 2001).
Self-sabotage is the antithesis to forethought (Bandura, 2001). Bandura described selfreactiveness as an action and alignment with goals and moral standards. This ability to coursecorrect is important for monitoring one’s progress and levels of motivation (Bandura, 2001).
Self-reflectiveness is an evaluative term for one’s ability to reflect upon their actions, thinking,
and motivation, as they intersect with the world around them (Bandura, 2001). Teachers’ agency
is interwoven with multiple independent decisions and adaptations made on a daily basis, which
can also encourage teachers’ efficacy, and limit feelings of emotional exhaustion and cynicism
(Bandura, 2001; Parsons et al., 2016; Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012).
Special education teachers also need to feel efficacious in their work: their levels of
autonomy and self-efficacy can help them to remain positively engaged with the work (Hong et
al., 2009; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011, 2014, 2017). Bandura (2001) wrote about the power of
efficacy in individuals’ behaviors and actions, stating, “efficacy beliefs are the foundation for
human agency” (p. 10). People’s perceived self-efficacy has a direct, positive correlation with
their perseverance, optimism, goal attainment, and (Bandura, 2001). Self-efficacy is also related
to an individual’s ability to cope when setbacks arise (Bandura, 2001).
Empathy—the ability and willingness to view the world from another’s perspective—is
also an imperative skill for special education teachers (Aults, 2012; Bar-On, 2005; Platsidou &

53
Agaliotis, 2017). A special education teacher’s level of empathy is correlated with building
positive teacher-student relationships, as well as favorably impacting student motivation, which
thereby positively impacts students’ achievement (Ashley, 2010; Cooper, 2004; Hong et al.,
2009; McAllister & Irvine, 2002; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017). The above-mentioned factors
also contribute to a positive effect on teachers’ self-esteem (Ceylan et al., 2009). In fact, the
European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education (2010), identified empathy as a
“primary teacher disposition” and required for “deepening the understanding of student needs”
(Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017, p. 59).
Merely considering another’s point-of-view oversimplifies this interpersonal and
introspective trait of empathy (Davis, 1980, 1983). Davis theorized that empathy has four
categories: perspective-taking, empathic concern, fantasy, and personal distress. Perspectivetaking is a much-discussed component of empathy. This portion of empathy calls for the
observer to understand the likely reactions of “the other” based on previous experiences, real or
assumed (Davis, 1980, 1983; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017). Teacher’s pre-planning of activities
and monitoring if miscues are a demonstration of their ability to put themselves in the position of
the students (Davis, 1980, 1983; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017).
Empathic concern is an aspect of empathy in which the observer assesses the state or
information shared by another party (Davis, 1983; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017). The stimulus
triggers feelings of sympathy and a desire to nurture in the observer (Davis, 1983; Platsidou &
Agaliotis, 2017). For instance, special education teachers may demonstrate empathic-concern as
they engage in conversations about insurance complications with guardians of students with a
disability. The teachers’ desire to aid in problem solving “home issues” is an example of
empathic-concern (Davis, 1983; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017). Note that empathic-concern is not
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a demonstration of a lack of boundaries on the teachers’ part; the lack of appropriate health care
for children affects the students’ academic and behavioral functioning in the school setting. The
teachers’ reaction to the delay in therapeutic services for the students in such a situation may
manifest in anxiety, crying, and tension, summarized as “personal distress” (Davis, 1983).
Further internalization of the situation is named “fantasy” in which the teachers view themselves
as the guardians of the children and begin to plan ways in which they (as teachers) may resolve
the issue (Davis, 1983).
The four components of empathy moves from interpersonal cognitive consideration into
internally absorbing the problem and figuratively “becoming” the other (Davis, 1983; Platsidou
& Agaliotis, 2017). Given the myriad of relationships and social situations that a special
education teacher may encounter in a given day, not to mention a single school year, the
empathy-producing experiences are countless. The preponderance of emotionally charged
exchanges can exacerbate the special education teacher’s tendency toward emotional exhaustion.
Individuals with high levels of empathy working in service-oriented positions are likely to suffer
from the emotional exhaustion component of burnout (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al.,
2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b.; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007,
2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Williams, 1989).
Special education teachers must also possess conflict resolution skills as conflict is a
natural byproduct of human engagement, and therefore, virtually unavoidable (Rahim et al.,
2000). A combination of stress, grief, and deteriorating relationships are catalysts for conflict
(Rahim et al., 2000). Parents of students with disabilities may struggle with grief, as one might
with the loss of a loved one (Blaska, 1998). Their grief cycle can follow the Kubler-Ross (1969)
pattern of emotion, which includes denial, anger, bargaining, depression, and ultimately

55
acceptance (Allred, 2015; Blaska, 1998). Rather than ceasing at acceptance, a new grief pattern
can occur for a family member at milestones, reminding them of what their child may have been
able to accomplish, if not for their disability (Blaska, 1998). Special education teachers must be
mindful of the state of the parents and family dynamics, offering support with empathy and
compassion (Blue-Banning et al., 2004; Fish, 2008; Gotto et al., 2019; Haley et al., 2013;
Hammond et al., 2008; Neece et al., 2009). As a result of the disappointment of what was,
parents may demonstrate feelings of anger and frustration toward special educators. Navigating
this space requires empathy: the ability and willingness to view the world from another’s
perspective (Aults, 2012; Bar-On, 2005; Davis, 1980, 1983; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017).
The recently-licensed special education teacher may navigate conflict poorly due to lack
of experience, perspective, discomfort, or different conflict management styles (Kim, 2015). A
poorly run IEP meeting, rushed email, or awkward word choice in a conversation can lead to
conflict within special education teams (Blue-Banning, et al., 2004). Conflict in the field is so
prevalent that the Minnesota Department of Education (2014) created a unique, albeit short
running, training program named “Parents and IEP Managers: Co-captains of the C’s,
Communication, Collaboration, and Conflict Management.” The program was designed to
provide interpersonal communication strategies for special education teachers, administrators,
and parent IEP teams (Minnesota Department of Education, 2014). Minnesota also has a targeted
structure to resolve special education related disputes, at no cost to the school or family, as a way
of minimizing potential for a due process hearing (Minnesota Department of Education, 2021b.;
PACER Center, Inc., 2019). When a disagreement arises regarding an IEP decision, such as
student services, placement, or setting, members of the IEP team are obligated to problem solve
(Minnesota Department of Education, 2021c; PACER Center, Inc., 2019).
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At times, the conflict can be resolved after a subsequent meeting is convened. Other
times, a district representative, often the special education coordinator or director of special
education, will work to arrange conciliation, mediation, or facilitated team meeting (Minnesota
Department of Education, 2021c; PACER Center, Inc., 2019). Participants in the conciliation
conference include the IEP team, parents, special and general education teacher, district
representative (PACER Center, Inc., 2019). In contrast, the mediation and facilitated IEP team
meetings include select members of the IEP team and a mediator appointed by the Minnesota
Department of Education Dispute Resolution Services team (Minnesota Department of
Education, Special Education Dispute Resolution Services, 2021; PACER Center, Inc., 2019).
Issues that are unable to be resolved in a mediation or facilitated IEP format, may result in a due
process complaint or due process hearing (Minnesota Department of Education, Special
Education Dispute Resolution Services, 2021; PACER Center, Inc., 2019). In the instance of due
process complaints, a member of the MDE Dispute Resolution Services team collects data in the
form of student files, employee emails, and parent and school interviews to inform their decision
on behalf of the group (Minnesota Department of Education, Special Education Dispute
Resolution Services, 2021; PACER Center, Inc., 2019). Ultimately, the costliest form of decision
making, due process hearings, include an excess amount of time, energy, and financial resources;
a byproduct of consulting with school and family appointed attorneys (Minnesota Department of
Education, Special Education Dispute Resolution Services, 2021; PACER Center, Inc., 2019).
In fiscal year 2019, the 2018-2019 school year, there were 122 special education related
complaints filed to MDE (Minnesota Department of Education, 2019a). The majority of
complaints were in regard to a school’s systemic failure to provide to a student’s family a full
description of the student’s IEP, or to agree upon modifications to the document (Minnesota
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Department of Education, 2019a). Other areas of complaint include systemic citations for the
school’s failure to effectively execute the following tasks: the evaluation of a student for special
education services and supports, compliance in implementing the IEP, and limited adherence to
state timelines for due process paperwork completion (INDIGO Education, 2020; Minnesota
Department of Education, 2019a). The reasons for the individual 16 due process hearings in
FY19, the fee-based and personal lawsuits between families and schools, include disagreements
over an individual student’s right to an independent evaluation, extended school year services,
student evaluation, and provision of services (Minnesota Department of Education, 2019a). The
Minnesota Department of Education, Division of Special Education Program Compliance
identifies over 75 potential errors that can be made in each student’s IEP (Minnesota Department
of Education, 2016).
It is most common for a special education teacher to learn about the due process
component of the job while employed. Even the most experienced special education teachers are
prone to error in working to complete IEPs; therefore, it becomes imperative that a novice
teacher be in the company of a mentor in order to avoid significant errors in paperwork. These
errors can lead to elevated issues between the school and families. The grid below summarizes a
portion of the work of MDE’s Special Education Due Process Resolution program (Minnesota
Department of Education, 2018, 2019a).
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Table 1
MDE’s Special Education Due Process Resolution
Fiscal Year

Complaints Filed

Adjudicated Due
Process Hearings

Mediations

Facilitated IEP
Meetings

FY19

122

3

36

33

FY18

116

3

39

24

FY17

115

2

41

38

FY16

139

3

32

41

Minnesota offers a number of forums in which to solve conflict-related problems;
however, in many instances, the supervisor of special education teachers manages the majority of
the conflict and communication as tensions mount. All the while, special education teachers must
maintain service provision to the students. A special education teachers’ understanding of their
roles and responsibilities, coupled with a vague understanding of Minnesota’s due process
standards and legal system, can leave a special education teacher stressed and primed for
burnout. Conflict in the workplace can lead to burnout—specifically a sense of low personal
accomplishment (Richardson et al., 1992; Sonnetag et al., 2013). Conflict can be categorized into
task and relationship-based conflict (Sonnetag et al., 2013). Both are equally distressing for
individuals and can cause detachment from the workplace (Sonnetag et al., 2013).
As illustrated, a myriad of variables work against special educators’ efforts to maintain
tenure within the education profession and contribute to their high attrition rates. The consistent
demands and stressors placed upon special education teachers, coupled with the high
expectations for collaboration, empathy, self-efficacy, and conflict resolution skills, leave special
education teachers at a high risk for experiencing burnout. Below, the intrapersonal, personality-

59
related factors, and organizational factors associated with special education teachers’ burnout are
discussed.
Emotional and Intrapersonal Stressors and Special Education Teachers’ Burnout
Stress management, adaptability, general mood, intrapersonal, and interpersonal
competencies are related to all components of burnout (Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012).
Intrapersonal competency can be described as emotional self-awareness, empathy, social
responsibility, assertiveness, self-regard, self-actualization, and independence (Bar-On, 1997).
As stated in Chapter One, special education teachers often leave their roles due to stress, which
over a sustained period of time, leads to burnout.
Teachers over 30 years old are less likely to experience burnout than their younger peers
(Brunsting et al., 2014). Ironically, newly licensed college graduates may begin their careers as a
licensed teacher as early as 21 years of age, depending on their educational journey. It is during
the first five years of teaching that special education teachers leave the field (Brunsting et al.,
2014). If special education teachers endure past the five-year mark in their career, their
protective factors increase. A special education teacher’s years in the field and level of education
help to prevent burnout (Brunsting et al., 2014; Carlson & Thompson, 1995). Growing in
maturity, individuals with an internal locus of control are also more likely to remain engaged in
their work (Brunsting et al., 2014).
Burnout
Succinctly, the term “burnout” is commonly used as a categorical term associated with
the combination of internal and external and external stressors brought on by employment
(Brunsting et al., 2014; Chatterjee, 2021; Freudenberger, 1975; Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005;
Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a,
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1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli &
Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk et al., 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Zabel &
Zabel et al., 1982, 1984). The effects of burnout can be defined as emotional exhaustion,
cynicism, and feelings of a lack of personal accomplishment (Brunsting et al., 2014; Chatterjee,
2021; Freudenberger, 1975; Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al.,
2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997,
2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk et
al., 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Zabel & Zabel et al., 1982, 1984). Lastly, the impact of
burnout affects an individual’s “commitment to their job and their evaluation of organizational
change” (Leiter & Maslach, 2003, p. 125).
Burnout versus Engagement
Maslach (1979, 1998) identified “engagement” as the counterpoint to emotional
exhaustion (Leiter & Maslach, 2003; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach &
Jackson, 1981a., 1981b.; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009;
Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007; Schaufeli et al., 2017). In short, burnout and engagement are
negatively correlated (Schaufeli et al., 2017). In the instance that an employee is engaged in their
work and community, they report feelings of buoyancy and immersion with those in their care,
as well as a sense of efficacy related to their role (Leiter & Maslach, 2003).
Schaufeli stepped away from Maslach’s definition of engagement to create a different set
of descriptors (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk,
2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova et al.,
2007; Schaufeli et al., 2017). Just as Maslach’s (1979, 1998) burnout has three components
(emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and decreased levels of personal accomplishment), engagement
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has three components, vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli &
Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk, 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli &
Salanova, 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007; Schaufeli et al., 2017). Vigor is an
employees’ zeal for their work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009;
Schaufeli & Buunk, 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; Schaufeli
& Salanova et al., 2007; Schaufeli et al., 2017). Dedication, in the context of engagement,
represents an individual’s commitment and emotional connection to the work (Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk, 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et
al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007; Schaufeli et al., 2017).
Absorption accounts for an employee’s ability to get lost in the work due to high levels of
concentration and immersion in not only tasks, but the role itself (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004;
Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk, 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009;
Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007; Schaufeli et al., 2017).
Maslach and Leiter (1997, 2006, 2007, 2016) found that those who suffer from burnout
also experience stress-related ailments such as depression, anxiety, insomnia, gastrointestinal
issues, muscle tension, and hypertension. Similar to the effects of childhood trauma, managing
burnout can also lead to substance use and abuse (Felitti et al., 1998; Maslach, 1998; Maslach &
Leiter, 2007, 2016; Pullis, 1992). Moreover, the effects of burnout can lead to conflict within the
special education teacher’s personal relationships (Maslach, 1979, 1998). Burnout is related to
the job, whereas depression encompasses all life activities (Maslach, 1979, 1998).
Burnout: Emotional Exhaustion
In an attempt for self-preservation, special education teachers may withdraw from their
work environments, both physically, through abundant use of personal days, and via emotional
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detachment (Brunsting et al., 2014; Chatterjee, 2021; Freudenberger, 1975; Leiter & Maslach,
2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach &
Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001;
Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk et al., 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009;
Zabel & Zabel et al., 1982, 1984). Special education teachers suffer from much higher rates of
burnout compared to general education teachers (Hagman & Casey, 2018; Vanderbilt University,
2020; Weiss & Garcia, 2019). Individuals experiencing burnout may separate themselves from
previous commitments, isolating themselves from external stimuli, in order to maintain the
scarce energy that remains within themselves to execute essential tasks for the day (Maslach,
1998; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007). Such defensive behaviors can be perceived as off-putting
to colleagues as they interpret the behavior as a shirking duties and responsibilities, thus
complicating interpersonal relationships within the school setting (Maslach & Leiter, 2007).
Special educators who distance themselves from the affection and support of trusted colleagues
can engage in counterproductive behaviors that are seemingly rational to emotionally-exhausted
special education teachers (Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007). Conflict within the workplace can
further lead to emotional exhaustion (Maslach, 1998).
Burnout: Depersonalization and Cynicism, Inefficacy in the Workplace
Special educators, once energized and hopeful at the beginning of their careers, may
begin to view their roles with a transactional lens as the emotional exhaustion pervades their
experiences (Maslach, 1998; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007). Ironically, the field of special
education highlights the needs and growth of the individual learner (“Education for All
Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act,” 2004). Burnout can lead special education teachers to depersonalize their work (Chatterjee,
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2021; Freudenberger, 1975; Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al.,
2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997,
2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk et
al., 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Burnout also cruelly shifts special educators’
perception and recollection of their contribution to the lives of children and their families as
insignificant (Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016). Special education teachers have a habit of
underestimating their salaried investment of time, coupled with their energy and time invested in
gratis working to improve the educational experience of children on their caseload (Leiter &
Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach
& Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al.,
2001; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). The final state of burnout
can be linked to a lack of social support in the workplace (Maslach, 1976, 1998). Similarly, a
lack of ongoing professional development can contribute to special education teachers’ reduced
sense of personal accomplishment, as they may not have the skills to contribute meaningfully to
the work as it increases in complexity (Maslach, 1976, 1998). It is important to note that in
regard to loss of engagement, emotional exhaustion is typically followed by the interpersonal
component of burnout, depersonalization (Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998;
Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach &
Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). A decrease
of efficacy is found to be associated with a combination of emotional exhaustion and cynicism or
a byproduct of one of the aforementioned variables (Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005).

64
Personality-Related Factors and Special Education Teachers’ Burnout
As stated in Chapter One, Costa and McCrae (1989, 1991, 1992a, 1999, 2006a, 2009,
2012, 2018) identified a manner in which to designate and assess personalities according to the
Five Factor model (Digman, 1990). Personality, according to Costa and McCrae (1989, 1991,
1992a, 1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012, 2018), is defined as “an enduring, interpersonal, experiential,
attitudinal, and motivational styles that explain behavior in different situations” (Mount et al.,
2005, p. 448). Prior to their combined work in the field of personality, many researchers worked
to understand and categorize personality traits (Costa & McCrae, 2009, 2018; Digman, 1990).
Initially, documentation describing human behavior was contained in a list of over 18,000
adjectives (Allport & Odbert, 1936; Costa & McCrae, 2009, 2018; Digman, 1990). Ultimately,
categorization of personality traits dwindled down to 16, then eight, and ultimately, five
categories (Costa & McCrae, 2009, 2018). Cited within the Five Factor model are the following
personality types: openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism, or
low emotional stability (Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Costa & McCrae, 1989, 1991, 1992a,
1992b, 1999, 2006, 2009, 2012, 2018; Digman, 1990). The model is meant to capture traits that
“enduring dispositions that can be inferred from patterns of behavior” (Costa & McCrae, 1990,
p. 655; Digman, 1990). Contained within each category are descriptors to further annotate the
personality (Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Costa, 1996; Costa and McCrae, 1989, 1991, 1992,
1999, 2006, 2009, 2012, 2018; Digman, 1990). For example, in review of Costa and McCrae’s
(1992) revised Personality Inventory, the category of extraversion is expanded to include
prompts measuring “warmth, positive emotions, and gregariousness” (Costa & McCrae, 1992, p.
242).
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Individuals with a personality type described as neurotic or emotionally unstable, can be
described as worrisome, anxious, and self-conscious, as a result, the neurotic facet within an
individual’s personality can predispose this group toward burnout (Corcoran & O’Flaherty,
2016; Costa &McCrae, 1989, 1991, 1992a, 1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012, 2018; Pishghadam &
Sahebjam, 2012). The counterpoint to neuroticism, emotional stability, is an antidote to burnout
(Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Digman, 1990; Kim et al., 2019). Neurotic types displaying
tendencies toward introversion are most likely to be affected by burnout; in particular in the
areas of emotional exhaustion and lack of personal accomplishment (Pishghadam & Sahebjam,
2012). The findings on the relationship between neuroticism and personal accomplishment are
conflicting. Although those with neurotic tendencies may suffer from emotional exhaustion, the
same general educators are less prone to assess their work as mediocre and unimportant
(Kokkinos et al., 2015; Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012). Neurotic types tend to struggle in the
social arena (Costa & McCrae 1989, 1991, 1992a, 1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012, 2018; Tackett &
Lahey, 2018). Individuals with high levels of neuroticism can be quick to anger, fearful, and
irritable (Tackett & Lahey, 2018). Those who are most vulnerable to the depersonalization aspect
of burnout have tendencies to be disorganized, lack internal drive, and are rigid in their thinking
and perspective taking (Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012; Riaz et al., 2012).
An individual with an open type of personality is one who is able to entertain multiple
perspectives, access emotions easily, and is introspective (Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Costa
& McCrae, 1990, 1991, 1992a, 1992b, 1999, 2006a, 2006b, 2018). Therefore, it is logical that
openness is tied to employment and career exploration (Costa & McCrae, 1992a, 1992b). Open
types are often described as creative, imaginative, and willing to embrace new experiences
(Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Costa & McCrae, 1990; Sutin, 2018). Individuals who display
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lower levels of openness tend to be more linear, concrete thinkers (Sutin, 2018). The open
personality types crave intellectual engagement and discourse (Costa & McCrae, 1990, 2018;
Sutin, 2018). Their self-awareness and propensity toward emotional intelligence allow these
individuals to feel comfortable with group collaboration, and flexibility in thought, as opposed to
dominance (Digman, 1990; Sutin, 2018). Open-types have a propensity to make decisions based
on their intuition, whereas their neurotic-type peers will avoid the decision altogether (Riaz et al.,
2012; Scott & Bruce, 1995). In terms of employment, open-types tend to naturally choose
occupations that require engagement and rebuff burnout. Open individuals desire roles that are in
alignment with their value sets and allow for autonomy (Riaz et al., 2012; Sutin, 2018).
Furthermore, people with open personality types seek occupations that can reward efforts with
opportunities for growth and create the conditions for community (Maslach & Leiter, 2016;
Sutin, 2018). Given the unpredictability of the school day and associated variables, openness can
serve as an asset to the special education teachers.
While individuals with open personality types seek novel experiences, while those with
dominant conscientious personalities lean toward routine and order (Corcoran & O’Flaherty,
2016; Sutin, 2018; Jackson & Roberts, 2018). Conscientious types are known for their
efficiencies, their ability to accomplish tasks as a result of their planning and organization
(Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Kim et al., 2019; Jackson & Roberts, 2018). They make
decisions based on an abundance of information, weighing all options before proceeding
(Bergstrand, 2001; Riaz et al., 2012). Furthermore, individuals with conscientious personalities
are reliable and steadfast, working within their moral guidelines (Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016;
Costa & McCrae, 1990, 1992). In general, this trait is most associated with individual
achievement, academic achievement, and positive job performance (Corcoran & O’Flaherty,
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2016; Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992; Jackson & Roberts, 2018). Comfort with delayedgratification is a strength associated with this personality type (Jackson & Roberts, 2018), which
can serve special education teachers well, knowing student growth is measured by a collection of
small steps.
Related to burnout, general education teachers with conscientious personality types are
most prone to cynicism, while less likely to suffer from the personal accomplishment aspects of
burnout, potentially due to their ability to manage their workload (Alarcon et al., 2009; Corcoran
& O’Flaherty, 2016; Kim et al., 2019; Maslach & Leiter, 2016; Mojsa-Kaja et al., 2015;
Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012; Swider & Zimmerman, 2010). Those with low levels of
conscientiousness are likely to be stressed in the work environment as responsibility and tasks
mount, in turn, this group will isolate and a negative attitude will prevail (Kim et al., 2019).
Thankfully, conscientious types are prone to be good stewards of their health, monitoring their
needs and seeking medical support (Jackson & Roberts, 2018).
While those with a strong conscientious natures are known for their attention to detail
regarding tasks, their agreeable counterparts are keen observers of others (Graziano & Tobin,
2018; Jackson & Roberts, 2018). Graziano and Tobin remarked that “agreeableness is a
summary label for individual differences in the motivation to maintain positive relations with
others (p. 1). People with strong levels of agreeableness in their personality are often described
as friendly, outgoing, relational, and adaptable (Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Costa & McCrae,
1990, 1992; Kim et al., 2019; Graziano & Tobin, 2018). Agreeableness is linked to warmth,
compassion, trustworthiness, and dependence on others (Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Graziano
& Tobin, 2018; Kim et al., 2019; Klassen et al., 2017; Riaz, 2012). Given their reliance on
others, agreeable-types will wait for others to make a decision, rather than confidently making an
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independent choice (Riaz et al., 2012; Scott & Bruce, 1995). Agreeableness is linked to two of
Davis’s four components of empathy, empathic concern for another and perspective taking
(Davis, 1980, 1983; Graziano & Tobin, 2018). Empathy, accommodation, and agreeableness are
helpful traits for those in the role of special educator in regard to relationship building and
perspective-taking (Kim et al., 2019). Individuals with low levels of agreeableness can be
described as critical, contrary, and condescending (Graziano & Tobin, 2018; Riaz et al., 2012).
Therefore, it is no surprise that individuals with low levels of agreeableness are prone to the
cynical aspects of burnout (Maslach & Leiter, 2016; Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012).
Individuals with high levels of extraversion seek the company of others and are energetic,
rather than passive (Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016). Kim et al. (2019) noted the value of
extraversion in teaching, “teaching requires assertiveness and social interaction, for which
gregariousness and sociability may be an advantage” (p. 169). Extraverted-types are activity and
attention seekers and are often described as optimistic and joyful (Kim et al., 2019; Mojsa-Kaja
et al., 2015; Wilt & Revelle, 2018). Individuals whose personalities are composed of high
extraversion tend to be defined as decisive, spontaneous, and assertive (Wilt & Revelle, 2018).
As it relates to burnout, general education teachers who display high levels of neuroticism and
low levels of extraversion (high introversion) are more likely to suffer from emotional
exhaustion (Cano-Garcia et al., 2005; Mojsa-Kaja et al., 2015; Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012).
In summary, the more open, conscientious, agreeable, and extraverted teachers are, the less
susceptible they are to burnout and departure from the occupation (Kim et al., 2019).
The figure below is a diagram of the intersection between personality and segments of
burnout. The content is summarized from the work of multiple researchers (Alarcon et al., 2009;
Cancio-Garcia et al., 2005; Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Costa & McCrae, 1991, 1992a, 1992b,
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teachers are in alignment with their employing organization in terms of workload, control,
reward, values, fairness, and community, they are more likely to be engaged in their work and
school community, and report fewer effects of burnout (Leiter & Maslach, 2003; Maslach, 1998;
Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016). While personal characteristics are factors in burnout,
organizational factors have the most impact on burnout, as detailed below (Maslach & Leiter,
2007). Schaufeli & Leiter et al. (2009) underscored that organizational systems are complicit in
burnout in their statement:
As for the practice of burnout, it remains to be seen if corporations and public sector
organizations are willing to provide the necessary resources to maintain extraordinary
efforts from their employees, or whether efforts to inspire extraordinary efforts become a
new source of burnout. (p. 216)
Workload
Special education teachers’ workload is a frequently-cited point of frustration: high
caseloads, large amounts of paperwork, and extensive preparation for multiple content areas are
technical components contributing to work overload (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Bettini et al.,
2017; Embich, 2001; Maslach, 1998; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al.,
2007). While some special educators are fortunate to have a thorough understanding of their role
and responsibilities, it is important not to confuse awareness therefore with competency and
capability. In most service-oriented occupations, including nursing, social work, and medicine,
practitioners have an extensive practice in order to gain a comprehensive grasp of the role.
Special educators are likely to have access to similar training during program enrollment with
university guidance, then bear the ongoing burden of expectation of role fulfillment with limited
resources (Embich, 2001; Maslach, 1998; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016).
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Additionally, organizational issues between special education teachers and
paraprofessionals, also known as student support assistants, adding an additional layer of
management, and therefore stress, for special education teachers (Brunsting et al., 2014).
Billingsley and Bettini (2019) shared the work of Kaff (2004) in their research on teacher
attrition, adding that 48% of special educators reported leaving the field due to the excessive
responsibilities that prevented them from working directly with children (Albrecht et al., 2007).
Giangreco and colleagues (2013) found that special education teachers often direct the work of
three paraprofessionals in addition to their caseload. Challenging student behaviors and limited
classroom management skills contribute to a decrease of special education teachers’ sense of
efficacy (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Brunsting et al., 2014). An unmanageable workload is
most likely to prompt the emotional exhaustion component of burnout in employees; demands of
the job do not allow for a reasonable reprieve from occupational obligations (Leiter & Maslach,
2003, 2005).
Workplace Control and Autonomy
Employees report higher job satisfaction when their supervisors create space for
individual independence in the workplace (Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Leiter &
Maslach, 2003). Similarly, teachers report higher levels of adaptability when their principals
promote the autonomy of their employees (Collie & Martin, 2016). Special education teachers
assume tremendous responsibility in their role. Responsibility and accountability without
decision-making capabilities and can lead employees to frustration (Maslach & Leiter, 2005,
2007, 2016). Limited autonomy in a role is found to bring about one’s sentiments of inefficacy,
the self-evaluative component of burnout (Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998;
Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach &
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Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli
& Buunk et al., 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Similarly, Leiter and Maslach (2003)
shared that varied expectations from multiple managers in the workplace not only creates
confusion for the employee but ambiguity in leadership is the impetus for emotional exhaustion
for some.
Rewards
Teachers often cite low pay as a grievance associated with their work; however, it is
hardly the leading deterrent to occupational longevity (Long, 2017). Reward in the form of
acknowledgement is often recognition enough for some (Maslach, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001;
Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016;
Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). In the instances when the positive contributions of employees go
unnoticed by the employment community at large, the employee interprets the void as a signal of
devaluation (Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach
et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007,
2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk et al., 2003;
Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). When teachers work in a setting with little to no recognition or
reward for their perpetual selflessness, the groundwork for resentment and burnout have been
planted (Leiter & Maslach, 2003; Maslach, 1998; Mojsa-Kaya et al., 2015). Mojsa-Kaya et al.
identified that teachers that are not recognized for their work are more likely to suffer the
cynicism and emotional exhaustion aspects of burnout.
Workplace Values
Competing philosophies about students with disabilities, their capabilities, and potential
can create a divide between the special educator and their community. While the ideal school
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culture may have been on display in the interview process, district website, and initial foray into
the work, real attitudes and values are communicated with the assistance of time and observation.
In the instance of special education, the spirit of the law is rooted in advocacy and civil rights;
thereby suggesting that special educators may possess values in accordance with social justice,
diversity, equity, and inclusion pursuits (“Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act,” 2004). Many employees seek alignment in their personal and professional goals (Leiter &
Maslach, 2003). As teaching is considered a values-driven profession by some, a division of
values is yet another way in which individual burnout and conflict can occur between the
employee and the organization (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018;
Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Leiter & Maslach,
2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007; Skaalvik & Skaalvik,
2011). Leiter & Maslach submitted that alignment between an employee and an organization’s
values can alleviate the effects of burnout in all areas of the organization, with the exception of
workload.
Fairness
Inequity in workload, expectations, and autonomy, coupled with limited decision-making
abilities can create an environment that is perceived to be unfair by its employees (Embich,
2001; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson,
1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Frustration
and resentment can fracture even the most solid relationships (Maslach & Leiter, 2007).
Unfairness and disrespect, or the perception thereof, can prompt an otherwise committed
employee to step away from the work and the school community at large (Leiter & Maslach,
2003; Maslach, 1998; Maslach & Leiter, 2007). In fact, equitable decision making has been
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found to be more important to employees over the desired outcome of the decision (Leiter &
Maslach, 2003). The special educator is familiar with inequity in the workplace as they carefully
navigate the educational space for the same amount, or a prorated portion, of materials, space,
and preparation time as their general education peers (“Americans with Disabilities Act”, 1990;
“Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; Embich, 2001, “Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act,” 2004). While 30 years have passed since the initial
implementation of the Americans with Disabilities Act (1990) and Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (2004), it continues to be common for the special educator to explain or defend
special education as a concept and teach peers on the realities of the Americans with Disabilities
Act (1990) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004). This collegial instruction
can provoke conflict for some or compress into defeat for other special educators (Maslach &
Leiter, 2005)
Community
Positive team culture and a collaborative environment can create an overall “positive
group effect,” yielding a productive and happy work atmosphere (Leiter & Maslach, 2003;
Penalver, 2017). In contrast, poor culture and climate within the school setting are social factors
that erode the relationship between teacher and district, resulting in mistrust (Tshanned-Moran &
Hoy, 2000; University of Wisconsin, 2014). The role of special education teachers can be
isolating depending on the size of the school, special education teachers can often be the sole
special educator within a school building or one in a department of many similarly trained
colleagues (Embich, 2001). While trained by a licensure program, special education teachers
require additional support in order to adequately manage the academic, behavioral, and
emotional needs of students (Albrecht et al., 2009; Cancio & Conderman, 2008). Special
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education teachers desire adequate instructional and technological resources to provide direct
instruction to students (Albrecht et al., 2009). Furthermore, they seek ongoing, relevant training
in order to improve their practices (Albrecht et al., 2009). Special education teachers are not
departing from their careers due to the presence of student behaviors, classroom disruptions, or
even injuries by students: it is the absence of collegiality and support that contributes to teachers’
attrition (Albrecht et al., 2009).
As stated previously, conflict is a natural byproduct of human engagement: it is virtually
unavoidable (Rahim et al., 2000). A combination of stress overtime and deteriorating
relationships are specific factors for conflict (Rahim et al., 2000). Caputo et al. (2017) added to
conflict management research by identifying trust as a core variable in interpersonal
relationships, which includes organizational culture. A lack of fairness or values impact an
employees’ overall job satisfaction (Rahim et al., 2000). Trust as a core variable in interpersonal
relationships (Caputo et al., 2017). The lack of administrative support is a key predictor to
burnout, especially in the area of emotional exhaustion (Brunsting et al., 2014; Embich, 2001;
Leiter & Maslach, 2003; Ruble & McGrew, 2013; Zabel & Zabel, 2002). While the lack of
collegial support can lead to a reduced sense of personal accomplishment (Leiter & Maslach,
2003). Similarly, positive rapport and relationships with parents reduce special education
teachers’ burnout (Brunsting et al., 2014; Zabel & Zabel, 2002). Role ambiguity also has a
significant impact on special education teachers’ engagement (Brunsting et al., 2014; Embich,
2001; Fimian & Blanton, 1986). Special education teachers manage conflict more often than
their counterparts: the constant negotiation with others, teaching colleagues the rules and
regulations, and competing for equitable resources nicks away at communal experiences and
results in a breakdown of community.
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Summary
The intent of the study is to measure the burnout and personality types of practicing
special educators, while also seeking their impressions on the organizational structure of their
current place of employment. As explained, the role of the special education teacher is complex.
The role is both dynamic and regulated, requiring both flexibility and strict adherence to
guidelines (“Americans with Disabilities Act”, 1990; Billingsley & Bettini et al., 2019; Code of
Ethics for Minnesota Teachers, 2017; Core Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018;
“Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act”, 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act”, 2004; McLeskey et al., 2017; Minnesota Department of Education, 2021b,
2021d, 2021e, 2021f, 2021g, 2021h, 2021i; PACER Center, Inc., 2004; Special Education and
Special Programs, 2020; Standards for Effective Practice for Teachers, 2016; Teachers of Special
Education, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j, 2018). The role is
abundant with known interpersonal complexities that include conflict, collaboration, and
advocacy. Correspondingly, internal forces such as agency, empathy, self-efficacy, and reflective
tendencies are assets in this role. While the aforementioned traits and skills can be grown and
honed, personality, which tends to be unchanging, intersects with and impacts one’s worklife
(Costa & McCrae, 1998, 1991, 1992a, 1998, 2006a, 2009). Also, out of teachers’ scope of
control are the worklife factors, the preexisting structures and behaviors of the school community
(Leiter & Maslach, 2003). The combination of internal and external variables influence the
employment experience and satisfaction for those employed, potentially bending one towards
burnout and encouraging another to engagement. Figure Two concisely illustrates the above
remarks, while the source of data comes from a variety of sources (Costa & McCrae, 1989, 1998,
1991, 1992a, 1998, 2006a, 2009; Digman, 1990; Leiter & Maslach, 2003; Maslach, 1976, 1998;
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Philosophy and Justification
Teachers’ attrition is a multifaceted problem in Minnesota, especially among special
education teachers (Betoret, 2006; Hagman & Casey, 2018; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019;
Hammerness, 2003; Learning Policy Institute, 2018; Schlichte et al., 2005). An overwhelming
number of special education teachers are leaving the field prior to retirement (Albrecht et al.,
2009; Cancio et al., 2018; George et al., 1995; Mark & Anderson, 1985; Schlechty & Vancy,
1983). Albrecht et al. reported that teachers within the first five years of their career seek
employment in other fields, despite their investment in preparation programming (Cancio et al.,
2018; Education Minnesota, 2017; George et al., 1995; Mark & Anderson, 1985). As many as
8,000 licensed special education teachers are teaching in content areas outside of special
education in Minnesota, or mindfully sidestepping the role altogether (Gozali-Lee & Connell,
2019).
The predominant impetus for departure is acknowledgement of burnout and
accompanying side-effects (Brunsting et al., 2014; Cancio & Conderman, 2008; Farkas et al.,
2000; Shen et al., 2015). As schools often serve as center-points to surrounding residents, the
effects of special education teachers’ attrition due to burnout have profound implications among
the community. Parents, school staff, individual teachers, and ultimately, students are impacted
by the buildup to burnout (Albrecht et al., 2009; Benner, 2000; Cancio & Conderman, 2008;
Darling-Hammond, 2000; Education Minnesota, 2021a, 2021b; Futernick, 2007; George et al.,
1995; Goe & Coggshall, 2007; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Hawk et al., 1985; Katsiynnis et al.,
2003; Pullis, 1992; Wenglinsky, 2000; Wilson et al., 2001). As qualified special education
teachers leave their roles behind, they are replaced by available staff, often those without an
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initial teaching license or experience (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019). Remarkably, students with
the most significant needs are being educated by those with the least amount of training in the
areas of disability awareness, due process documentation, special education programming, and
behavior management (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019).
Given the shortage of qualified special education teachers, the high rates of attrition
among special education teachers, and the increasing numbers of students with disabilities who
require professional assistance from special education teachers, it is important to examine the
interpersonal, personality, and organizational factors that contribute to one of the leading causes
of special education teachers’ attrition: burnout.
The work of previous researchers have made it clear that special education teachers
experience an imbalance within the “workload” segment of Maslach’s mediation model of
burnout (Betoret, 2006; Hagman & Casey, 2018; Hammerness, 2003; Leiter & Maslach, 2003;
Maslach & Leiter, 2007; Schlichte et al., 2005). As teaching is a relational work, the individual
and interpersonal nature of the special education teachers cannot be understated. The
aforementioned data has been summarized based on the responses of general education teachers.
This study intends to focus on the special education teachers in particular.
There is a lack of published research that synthesizes a multivariate relationship between
burnout, areas of worklife, and the individual personality traits of special education teachers.
Mojsa-Kaja et al.’s (2015) work is closely related, as they sought to understand if a relationship
exists between burnout, organizational factors, and personality traits. Mojsa-Kaja and colleagues
conducted a study of secondary school teachers in Poland and concluded that teachers’ efficacy
is predominantly affected by personality, while burnout is a combination of internal and external
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factors. Mojsa-Kaya et al. defined efficacy as teachers’ self-report of mild levels of emotional
exhaustion, cynicism, and perceived assessment of personal accomplishment.
Research Design Strategy
This study was conducted through a quantitative survey design. The researcher gathered
information through a review of existing literature and conducted a survey to understand burnout
among special education teachers in Minnesota (Creswell, 2009; Mujis, 2011). Therefore, the
study is considered quantitative in nature. Three surveys were administered to participants: the
Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators (MBI-E) (Maslach et al., 1986), Areas of Worklife
Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011), and the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003).
Participants accessed the surveys at a single point in time, making this inquiry cross-sectional in
nature (Creswell, 2009; Mujis, 2007). Participants gained access to a self-administered electronic
survey sent via Qualtrics (Creswell, 2009; Mujis, 2007). The email addresses for the convenience
sample (special education teachers with active Tier Four licenses in Minnesota) were provided to
the researcher by the Program for Educators Licensing and Standards Board (PELSB). Presently,
over 19,000 special education teachers are licensed within Minnesota. Half of these individuals
were selected at random and will be included in the sample administration pool.
In preparation for survey distribution, the researcher field tested the instruments from
November 21, 2020 through November 25, 2020. PELSB shared the email addresses of the
sample set with the researcher on December 2, 2020. The researcher sent the formatted surveys
to ~9,500 special education teachers contained in the sample after obtaining IRB approval. The
researcher chose surveys as the preferred method of data collection for this effort in order to
obtain as much data as possible, while mindful of time and costs as resources. The side-effect of
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this choice is the inability to gather potential, additional, in-depth data from participants, as well
as the risk of low participation (Creswell, 2009).
Theoretical Framework
Maslach’s (1989) multidimensional theory on burnout and subsequent mediation model
of burnout serve as guideposts for the intended research related to areas of worklife and the
effects of burnout (Leiter & Maslach, 2003; Maslach & Leiter, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et
al., 2009). Additionally, the Five Factor model of personality traits (Costa & McCrae, 1990,
1992, 2008, 2009, 2012) were of utmost importance to the literature review and project
formulation. Costa and McCrae (1991, 1998, 2008, 2009, 2012) have contributed to field making
available to psychologists and other researchers the opportunity to assess personality traits from
the lens of the Five Factor model of personality. The Five Factor model of personality, a set of
five categories created to capture the distinct traits of personality worldwide, has proven validity
across cultures, age, and ability levels (Costa & McCrae, 2009; Digman, 1990). Remarkably, the
attempt to categorize personality types was initiated in the 1920s, with roots in lexical
hypothesis, a use of language to describe and capture the essence of individuals in order to
differentiate one from another (Digman, 1990; Kim et al., 2019). Across time and trends,
researchers volleyed their rationale for the categorical names within the model, ultimately the
logic and research of Costa and McCrae’s (1985, 1989, 1991, 1992a, 1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012,
2018) research prevailed, resulting in the traits of extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
neuroticism, and openness (Digman, 1990).
In the late 1980s through the early 1990s, Costa and McCrae (1992, 2009, 2018) created
a variety of assessment tools to test the hypothesis of the Five Factor model of personality. Their
combined efforts ultimately proved the validity of the aforementioned model after summarizing
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data from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the Myers-Briggs Type Inventory,
the Personality Research Form, the California Psychological Inventory, the Personality
Assessment Inventory, and the California Adult Q-Set (Costa et al., 1986; Costa & McCrae,
1998, 1992b; Digman, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1989; McCrae et al., 1993; McCrae et al., 1986).
While Costa and McCrae (1989, 1991, 1992a, 1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012, 2018) are
paradigmatic researchers in the areas of personality, Maslach is a paradigmatic researcher on the
topic of burnout. Maslach has dedicated significant time in researching the concept of burnout
and its contributing factors (Chatterjee, 2021; Freudenberger, 1975; Leiter & Maslach, 2003,
2005; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson,
1981a, 1981b, 1984; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 2005, 2007, 2016; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli
& Bakker et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Buunk et al., 2003; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Previous
theories on burnout focused solely on emotional exhaustion in order to describe a decrease in
employment related motivation (Dall’Ora et al., 2020; Freudenberger & Richardson, 1980;
Maslach, 1998; Pines et al., 1993; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al.,
2007a). During the 1970s through the 1980s, Maslach and Jackson (1981a, 1981b, 1984)
conducted a series of interviews and observations prompted by their curiosity about stress in the
workplace (Maslach, 1989). Maslach and Jackson acknowledged emotional exhaustion as part of
the burnout profile and then added depersonalization and reduced personal accomplishment in
the early eighties (Maslach, 1998; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al.,
2007a). The three factors of burnout are sequential, rather than independent of one another
(Maslach, 1998; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a).
With that conclusion, Leiter and Maslach (2003, 2005) authored the mediation model
burnout. (Maslach & Leiter 2004, 2005, 2007, 2016). Through this model, Leiter and Maslach
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revealed that burnout is a product of “job-person” fit and that one’s level of engagement or
burnout impacts their occupational longevity and efficacy (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al.,
2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016;
Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a). Rather simply issues or
growing pains as a result that a new employee may encounter as a result of the onboarding
process and acclimating to the community, burnout occurs overtime (Maslach, 1976, 1998;
Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005,
2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a). Maslach
expanded the view by adding an interpersonal component, depersonalization, and a selfevaluative component: reduced personal accomplishment (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al.,
2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016;
Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a). The much-bolstered theory
integrated the interpersonal segment of work and its propensity to positively or negatively affect
one’s occupational engagement (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al.,
2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al.,
2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a).
Schaufeli and Leiter et al. (2009) described Maslach and Leiter’s concept of
“engagement” as the “energy, involvement, and efficacy” that an individual brings into the
workplace (p. 215). Later, in collaboration with Schaufeli and in alignment with the emergence
of positive psychology, the strength-based and skill-building approach to the study of individual
deficits, Maslach acknowledged another description of engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004;
Schaufeli & Buunk, 2003; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli et al., 2019; Schaufeli & Salanova,
2007; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Schaufeli and Salanova (2007) described that
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juxtaposing the characteristics of burnout and engagement is shortsighted: engagement is just as
complex as burnout because it consists of vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a).
Looking to external factors to influence burnout, Maslach identified are several
constructs within an organization can curate burnout in special education teachers: fairness,
values, workload, control, community, and reward (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001;
Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli
& Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a). A mismatch between an employee’s
ability to navigate the “art and science” of teaching and make decisions, may be perceived as a
lack of control in the workplace (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al.,
2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al.,
2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a). Illogical decision-making and preferential treatment
of certain teachers or departments are unfair administrative behaviors (Maslach, 1976, 1998;
Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005,
2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a). As the
administrator is a representative of the educational community at large, their behavior and moral
code significantly impacts the culture and climate of the organization (Maslach, 1976, 1998;
Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005,
2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a).
Special education teachers’ workload can be described in six categories, as shared in
Chapter Two (Minnesota Department of Education Workload Task Force, 2021). Instructional
duties, evaluation, due process and case management, planning and preparation, management of
paraprofessional, and other duties assigned by school administration comprise the workload of a

85
special education teacher (Minnesota Department of Education Workload Task Force, 2021) The
aforementioned duties must be able to be accomplished within the school day, per the teachers’
contract. Without ample time and compensation to complete duties, the workload can be found to
be excessive (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach &
Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli &
Salanova et al., 2007a). The concept of reward in Maslach’s theory accounts for a competitive
salary and useful medical benefits. Moreover, acknowledgement for one’s efforts, time
investment, and persistence are often reinforcing for some (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al.,
2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016;
Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). A lack of recognition and appreciation can bring forth feelings
of cynicism (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach &
Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Lastly,
Maslach (1998) recognized that organizations are small communities, as such, community
connection, rather than isolation is imperative for collaborative functioning (Maslach, 1976,
1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter,
2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009).
Figure 3 describes the mediation model designed by Leiter and Maslach (2003). This
model highlights the importance of an employee’s need for autonomy in their work, which then
impacts all other areas of worklife (Maslach & Leiter, 2003). Workload is then in the second
most prominent position to influence employee-job fit and as a result, burnout, followed by
values at the tertiary level (Maslach & Leiter, 2003).
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Ho2: There is no significant relationship between the special education teachers’ worklife
variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout.
Ha2: There is a significant positive relationship between the special education teachers’
worklife variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout.
Special education teachers citing a mismatch between personal and the worklife variables of
community, will have a higher propensity to burnout.
Instrumentation and Measures
Dependent Variables
Special education teacher’s level of burnout is the dependent variable of this study. This
variable is measured using the Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators (MBI-E) (Maslach et
al., 1986). The Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators Survey contains 22 questions that are
to be answered on a seven point Likert scale (Maslach et al., 1986). In this segment, a response
of zero indicated “never,” while a six indicates “every day.” The questions to assess each
segment of burnout, exhaustion, cynicism, and depersonalization (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach
et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007,
2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009). Example survey prompts included, “I feel emotionally
drained from work,” “I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job,” and “I don’t
really care what happens to some students” (Maslach et al., 1986; Maslach et al., 1996, 2018).
The Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators (MBI-E) Survey has strong internal consistency
(Patten, 2014) as measured by Cronbach’s alpha (ɑ = .90 for emotional exhaustion, ɑ = .76 for
depersonalization, and ɑ = .76 for personal accomplishment) (Iwanicki & Schwab, 1981).
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Independent Variables
As burnout can be influenced by a variety of factors, this study, too, includes many
independent variables. The independent variables regarding the organization’s impact on special
education teachers’ level of burnout included the following factors: workload, control, reward,
community, fairness, values (Leiter & Maslach, 2011; Maslach et al., 1986; Maslach et al., 1996,
2018). The Areas of Worklife Survey (AWS) contains 22 prompts, seeking a response from the
participant on a seven-point Likert scale (Leiter & Maslach, 2011). The survey contained queries
to assess an individual’s sense of community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward, as
related to their engagement within the workplace (Leiter & Maslach, 2011). The following are
examples of questions contained within the survey: “I do not have time to do that work that must
be done,” “I have control over how I do my work,” and “I receive recognition from others for my
work (Leiter & Maslach, 2011). The Areas of Worklife Survey also has strong internal
consistency as evidenced by Cronbach’s alpha (ɑ = .66 for workload, ɑ = .83 for control, ɑ = .78
for reward, ɑ = .80 for community, ɑ = .80 for fairness, ɑ = .73 for values) (Leiter & Maslach,
2011).
Additionally, a subset of independent variables stemmed from the personality types
outlined in Chapter Two, openness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, extraversion, and
agreeableness (Costa & McCrae, 1990, 1992, 2009, 2018; Graziano & Tobin, 2018; Jackson &
Roberts 2018; Sutin, 2018; Tackett & Lahey, 2018; Wilt & Revelle, 2018). In order to learn
more about special educators’ personalities, the researcher chose the Ten-Item Personality
Inventory (TIPI) (Gosling et al., 2003a). The tool was created as a shorter survey option, as
compared to the NEO Five Inventory, which contains 60 items (neuroticism, extraversion,
openness) (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Within the 10 items listed on the questionnaire, the
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respondents informed the researcher of their personality types within the following categories:
openness, extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism (Gosling et al.,
2003a). Of the ten items, two questions serve as measures of each of the five categories (Gosling
et al., 2003a). Participants indicated their responses based on a seven-point Likert scale from one
(disagree strongly) to seven (agree strongly) (Gosling et al., 2003a). Gosling et al. (2003b)
proved that the TIPI is a reliable tool as their test-retest scores yielded a mean of .72. Given the
decreased items on the inventory, the TIPI has lower reliability than other, lengthier measures
(Gosling et al., 2003b). The following are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each personality
type: extraversion (.68), agreeableness (.40), conscientiousness (.50), emotional stability or
neuroticism (.73), and openness (.45) (Gosling et al., 2003b).
Finally, the researcher collected demographic information from participants for the final
group of independent variables. In keeping with the validity of the Maslach’s survey, the
demographic questions will be included, yet optional. These survey items asked special
education teachers to report the length of time they worked in their present position, how long
they worked at their present school, their employment status (full-time or part-time), grade levels
of students they support, grade levels served in their school, disabilities of students they support,
gender, and age (Leiter & Maslach, 2011). For those who are not currently teaching, an option to
indicate so was included within the survey.
Sampling Design
The population relevant to this study included special education teachers in Minnesota.
The sampling frame further identified potential participants as special education teachers with
active, Tier Four teaching licenses. Over 19,000 individuals were eligible to receive the survey.
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In order to generalize the findings of this study, the researcher randomly sampled half of the
teachers (Creswell, 2009).
Data Collection Procedures
In preparation for the study, the researcher requested the email addresses of currently
teaching and licensed special educators living in Minnesota from the Professional Educator
Licensing and Standards Board (PELSB). The researcher received the emails of over 19,000
special education teachers who are currently licensed in Minnesota. Tier Four license holders
have completed the following steps resulting in full licensure: 1) have earned a bachelor’s
degree; 2) completed a teacher preparation program; 3) earned passing scores on disability
specific, pedagogical, and skills assessments required for Minnesota teachers; and 4) have served
as a teacher for at least three years in the state (Appendix E) (Education Minnesota, 2018). As
there was not a way to differentiate those who are actively teaching from those who are not, the
researcher contacted half of the convenience sample set at random. The researcher informed
those contacted of the manner in which their contact information was obtained, that their
personal information will be considered confidential, and that all identifiable information will
not be saved or stored.
Participants gained access to a self-administered electronic survey sent via Qualtrics after
signaling their participation through the comprehensive consent form (Creswell, 2009; Mujis,
2007). Included within the introductory statement was language to assure that the data shared
within the context of the survey will remain confidential. IP addresses were not stored or
reviewed by the researcher. The survey was accessible to the voluntary participants for one week
post consent. After that time, the researcher closed the survey and began to clean and analyze the
available data. Bethel University’s Institutional Review Board approved the study on February 5,
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2021. The researcher invited potential participants to review the consent form and volunteer for
study engagement on February 9, 2021.
Field Test
The collection of surveys were field tested from November 16th, concluding on
November 25th, 2020. The field test resembled the formal investigation in that the surveys will
be contained in and shared with the volunteer group via Qualtrics. Given feedback from four
volunteers, the researcher adjusted formatting, background effects, and added clarity to question
prompts and scales. While Qualtrics estimated survey completion time at nine minutes, one
volunteer completed the task in 25 minutes. In an attempt to limit the duration of the survey, the
researcher replaced the Big Five Inventory, Two (John & Soto, 2015), which contained 60
questions from the survey, with the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003). Post
field-test, the researcher determined that including Schaufeli and Bakker’s (2004) Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale, although reliable and informative, may lead to a potential duplication of data,
and therefore, removed the scale from the survey set. As an incentive, the researcher plans to
offer $5.00 electronic Amazon gift cards to the first 50 participants who complete the survey.
Data Analysis
The researcher checked for response bias by closely monitoring survey completion via
Qualtrics reporting software (Creswell, 2009). In using wave analysis, the researcher had the
ability to learn the rate at which surveys are completed and look for a dip in respondents,
allowing the researcher to be mindful of non-respondents during the survey window (Creswell,
2009). Once the survey window was closed, the researcher analyzes the data using a multivariate
linear regression to examine the relationships between the independent variables (worklife
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variables, personality type, and demographic variables) and the primary dependent variable
(burnout).
The data collected was analyzed using SPSS, a free statistical software tool. A
multivariate linear regression was used to analyze the relationships between multiple
independent variables and a dependent variable (Mujis, 2011), thereby, leaving the researcher
with an understanding of how the individual independent variables were associated with the
dependent variable. The researcher used an alpha value of p < .05, which suggests there is a 5%
chance of committing a Type 1 error (meaning the researcher incorrectly rejects the null
hypothesis when the null hypothesis is actually true) (Mujis, 2011; Patten, 2014). The researcher
analyzed the relationships between the independent variables—personality type (openness,
extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism), areas of worklife (sense of
community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward), and demographics—and special
education teachers’ burnout. In doing so, the researcher was able to draw conclusions to the
research question and hypotheses, while also seizing the opportunity to make inferences in the
data and reporting on statistical significance.
Limitations of Methodology
The intent of this study was to examine the leading factors influencing special education
teacher attrition, in particular occupational organizational factors and personality characteristics.
In regard to organizational factors, themes of workload, control, reward, community, fairness,
and values were explored (Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018;
Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009;
Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007a). The researcher acknowledged that this study is baseline
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research and intends to further explore burnout after the conclusion of this study, imbedding the
results moving forward.
While the intent of the study was to gather data from special education teachers employed
during the 2020-2021 school year, only a portion of those employed participated in the surveys
as the survey was voluntary. In addition, the researcher chose to survey Tier Four level special
education teachers. This decision excluded Tier Three teachers who may have completed an
accredited special education teaching program at the university level but have yet to successfully
pass the associated content area assessments as required prior to full licensure in Minnesota.
Furthermore, the 2020-2021 school year was unique due to the implementation of a
variety of models of instruction to students that differ from the traditional method of instruction
to students within a brick and mortar setting (Bauer et al., 2020; Garcia & Weiss, 2020; INDIGO
Education, 2020; Xiong et al., 2019). The modification of instructional styles, coupled with the
presence of COVID-19 in the United States and school communities has impacted a large portion
of people living in Minnesota in terms of their mental health, occupation, earnings, and
community involvement (Bauer et al., 2020; Garcia & Weiss, 2020; Xiong et al., 2019).
Nevertheless, the study did not examine special education teachers’ exhaustion as a result
of institutional and systemic factors that led to marginalization. While the Civil Rights Act of
1957 prohibited the discrimination of people with disabilities and on the basis of race, color, sex,
disability, religion, familial status, and national origin, unequal power dynamics persist within
the school setting and in Minnesota’s communities at large the Minnesota Comprehensive
Assessment results point to a persistent achievement gap demonstrating inequalities in the
educational system. In particular, students of color consistently underperform compared to their
White peers in the areas of math and reading (Cornelius, 2020; Minnesota Report Card, 2019;
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Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services, 2007, 2016; Shockman, 2019;
University of Minnesota, 2021). The researcher did not investigate special education teachers’
propensity for burnout due to the presence of persistent educational inequalities in the K-12
educational system.
Moreover, while the researcher attempted to control for some demographics, the
researcher did not consider the role of race/ethnicity or racialized stress in the study (Billingsley
& Bettini, 2019). The demographics of the teaching force in Minnesota is primarily composed of
White women (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019). During the 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 school
years, only 4% of Minnesota’s teaching force was of American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islander,
Hispanic, and Black heritage (Crosson, 2021; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Minnesota
Department of Education, 2017). The researcher also acknowledged their need to study teacher
burnout as it relates to the overrepresentation of African and Native American students in special
education due to the bias that exists within evaluation practices (Artiles et al., 2010; Office of
Special Education & Rehabilitative Services, 2016; “Standards for Effective Practices for
Teachers,” 2016; Zhang et al., 2014). Finally, given the conflict that exists in the field of special
education, the researcher has yet to analyze literature on how special education teachers’ conflict
management styles and culture, coupled with their personalities, and organizational factors
impact burnout (Bolman & Deal, 2015; Caputo et al., 2017; Hammer, 2005, 2015; Rahim &
Manger, 1995; Rahim et al., 2000).
Delimitations of Methodology
The survey was sent to ~9,500 special education teachers in Minnesota. Given
completing priorities and a multitude of responsibilities, a number of teachers did not engage in
the research. While many licensed special education teachers understand the camaraderie and

95
collaboration within the field, setting aside almost 20 minutes of time, without pay, likely came
as a bold request. Those that initially consented, may have been intimidated by the initial number
of survey items contained in the entire survey (67), and ultimately choose to opt out of the study.
Finally, positive response bias is a byproduct of continuous rating scales, which may have
affected the overall results of the study (Mujis, 2004).
Ethical Considerations
The researcher was informed of the responsibilities beholden to the facilitation of ethical
and useful research. The researcher successfully participated in approved Bethel University
coursework and completed Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI). Upon
committee approval of this proposal, the author of this study approached Bethel University’s
Institutional Review Board for Research for permission to move forward with a level one
research study. The study fell under this category due to its use of personality measures and
subsequent interpretation.
The researcher committed to full adherence to the ethical principles contained in the
Belmont Report, which describes the care and caution a researcher is expected to comply when
working with human subjects (National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of
Biomedical and Behavioral Research, 1979). The first ethical standard listed in the Belmont
Report is an ongoing respect for those involved in the study; this pertains to their voluntary
engagement in the survey, void of any coercion (National Commission for the Protection of
Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research, 1979). The consent form included in
Appendix J of this document contained clear language to the reader and prospective participant
that the survey was voluntary.
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Participation had no bearing on real or perceived relationships with their employer,
Bethel University, or INDIGO Education. The researcher is the Executive Director of INDIGO
Education and has been an employee of the nonprofit for thirteen ten years. Given the duration of
employment and the vast number of contacts within the charter community; INDIGO Education
currently supports 65 charter schools throughout Minnesota; some of those invited to the survey
may be familiar with the researcher. Lastly, the form made clear that upon initiation of the study,
one was able to opt out at any time. As survey questions prompted participants to reflect on their
assessment of burnout and how they intersect into the work environment, some participants may
have had positive or negative feelings as a result of such ponderings.
The second principle cited in the Belmont Report (1979) is beneficence, meaning that
studies will not pose overt risks to the consenting participants, and that, ultimately the work will
serve the greater good. In the context of this study, the researcher conducted a thorough review
of research and has determined that a gap in literature exists in regard to understanding special
education teacher attrition based on factors of personality, levels of burnout and organizational
factors. The overall intent of this study was to support special educators, and by doing so,
support students with special needs served within Minnesota’s public schools. Participants had
access to the researcher’s contact information to allow for questions, clarification, and
conclusions of the study.
Participants were chosen at random from the abundant list of contact information shared
by PELSB. The request specified the following criteria, special education licensed teachers
working within the state of Minnesota. The researcher received a list of all special education
teachers who held licenses in Minnesota. As there was no way to differentiate the two groups
without data requests to all Minnesota school districts to verify employment, the researcher
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contacted half of the teachers at random, hoping that those who engaged in the study would be a
solid representation of special education teachers across Minnesota. The randomization of
selecting from the sample demonstrated that no particular region or group, special education
teachers teaching students with learning disabilities, for example, are burdened with the request.
This research is not associated with any federal or state funding and therefore absent from related
obligations. The researcher paid for the Amazon gift cards with personal funds.
This study sought to understand if and to what extent a relationship exists between
special education teachers’ self-reported sense of burnout, internal factors (personality) and
external factors (organization). At present, the researcher has not discovered a study that
measures burnout as the dependent variable and its intersection with extensive independent
variables (workload, control, reward, community, fairness, values, openness, conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism). The next two chapters in the dissertation sequence
serve as documentation of survey results (Chapter Four) and discussion thereof (Chapter Five),
which will include the implications of this research.
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Chapter Four: Results
In Chapter Three, the researcher outlined the intended course of action for the study. In
contrast, the ensuing chapter creates space for the researcher to explain the reality of the study,
including demographics of the sample, model and hypotheses testing, and reporting significant
regressions between variables.
Sample
The researcher gained IRB approval for the study on February 5, 2021. The survey was
sent to 9,500 Tier Four special education teachers via Qualtrics on February 9, 2021. The survey
was accessible for nine days and was closed on February 18, 2021. In total, 1,180 special
education teachers responded to the survey, which included the Maslach Burnout Inventory for
Educators (Maslach et al., 1986), Areas of Worklife Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011), and the
Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003a). Given the number of respondents, the
first introductory email was sent to potential participants, a reminder email was not sent. A total
of 692 individuals responded to all survey questions and therefore this became the sample for the
study.
The majority of respondents were females (n = 581, 83.9%) and those maintaining a fulltime teaching status (n = 660, 95.4%). The predominant age group special educators were within
the age range of 31 through 40 years old (n = 205, 29.6%). The majority of participants indicated
through the survey that they had been teaching between three through five years (n = 113,
16.3%), six through ten years (n = 110, 15.8%), and 21 years and above (n = 110, 15.8%).
Similarly, this time period is the leading time period for employment within the current
educational environment (three to five years, n = 146, 21%; six to 10 years, n = 139, 20%).
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The most frequently reported personality trait of Minnesota’s special education teachers
was emotional stability, as opposed to neuroticism (M = 9.26), followed by extraversion (M =
8.89), agreeableness (M = 8.78), openness to experience (M = 8.60), and lastly conscientiousness
(M = 8.65).
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics of Personality Type, Organizational Factors, and Burnout Variables
m

sd

Personality Type Variables
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability
Openness

8.89
8.78
8.65
9.26
8.60

1.75
1.61
1.43
1.58
1.66

Organizational Factors
Workload
Control
Reward
Community
Fairness
Values

2.18
3.56
3.11
3.98
2.96
3.55

0.94
1.02
1.11
0.85
0.88
0.65

Burnout Variables
Burnout
Emotional Exhaustion
Depersonalization
Personal Accomplishment

5.57
3.14
1.23
4.86

2.37
1.31
0.99
0.74

Research Questions and Hypotheses
The researcher developed two research questions and four hypotheses to guide the study:
RQ1: Is there a significant relationship between special education teachers’ personality
type (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness) and burnout?
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Ho1: There is no significant relationship between special education teachers’ personality
type (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness) and burnout.
Ha1: There is a significant relationship between special education teachers’ personality
type (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness) and burnout.
Individuals with personality types high in neuroticism and low in extraversion, openness,
conscientiousness, and agreeableness will have a significant positive relationship with special
education teachers’ burnout.
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between special education teachers’ worklife
variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout?
Ho2: There is no significant relationship between the special education teachers’ worklife
variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout.
Ha2: There is a significant positive relationship between the special education teachers’
worklife variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout.
Special education teachers citing a mismatch between personal and the worklife variables of
community, will have a higher propensity to burnout.
The overall results for each hypothesis is located in Table 2 and explained more fully in
the sections that follow for each dependent variable: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization,
loss of professional accomplishment, and an overall measure of burnout.
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Table 3
Hypotheses Testing
Hypothesis

Result

Ho1: There is no significant
Reject
relationship between special
education teachers’ personality
type (extraversion,
agreeableness,
conscientiousness,
neuroticism, and openness)
and burnout.

Test

Summary

Regression

A statistically significant
relationship exists between
special education teachers’
personality and burnout.

Ha1: There is a significant
Failed to reject Regression
relationship between special
education teachers’ personality
type (extraversion,
agreeableness,
conscientiousness,
neuroticism, and openness)
and burnout. Individuals with
personality types high in
neuroticism and low in
extraversion, openness,
conscientiousness, and
agreeableness will have a
significant positive
relationship with special
education teachers’ burnout.

A statistically significant
relationship exists between
special education teachers’
personality and burnout.
Namely, the following
personality types have an
impact on special
education teachers’
burnout. Extraversion has a
negative relationship with
burnout, while
agreeableness and
neuroticism have a
negative relationship.

Ho2: There is no significant
relationship between the
special education teachers’
worklife variables (i.e.,
community, fairness, values,
workload, control, and reward)
(Maslach & Leiter, 2011) and
burnout.

A statistically significant
relationship exists between
special education teachers’
worklife and burnout.

Reject

Regression
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Ha2: There is a significant
positive relationship between
the special education teachers’
worklife variables (i.e.,
community, fairness, values,
workload, control, and reward)
(Maslach & Leiter, 2011) and
burnout. Special education
teachers citing a mismatch
between personal and the
worklife variables of
community, will have a higher
propensity to burnout.

Failed to reject Regression

A statistically significant
relationship exists between
special education teachers’
worklife and burnout.
Namely, the following
organizational factors have
an impact on special
education teachers’
burnout: workload, reward,
fairness, and values.

Data Analysis: Assumptions
To ensure validity of the multiple regression findings, the researcher used SPSS as a tool.
The researcher tested assumptions for multiple regression analysis for burnout overall, as well as
the three segments of burnout: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and loss of personal
accomplishment. Two of the eight assumptions of multiple linear regression analysis were
satisfied upon use of multiple independent and dependent ordinal variables in the analysis
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). As stated previously, the independent variables in this study were
teachers’ personality type (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability/
neuroticism, and openness) and special education teachers’ worklife variables (i.e., community,
fairness, values, workload, control, and reward). The targeted dependent variables in the study
were components of burnout: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and loss of professional
accomplishment.
The Durbin-Watson statistics demonstrate that the interactions between dependent and
independent variables are independent of one another (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). The Durbin
Watson statistics for emotional exhaustion was 1.995, depersonalization; 1.974, personal
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accomplishment, 2.020; burnout as a whole yielded a Durbin-Watson score of 2.052. All
reported scores indicate that residual errors were consistently independent across the model and
that there is a positive autocorrelation between the dependent and independent variables
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).
Next, the researcher examined the matrix scatterplots associated with each of the
dependent variables. The researcher discovered the relationships between the predictor and
outcome variables were relatively linear. Moreover, histograms of standardized residuals and
normal probability plots comparing the distribution of standardized residuals to a normal
distribution and found evidence for normality. In testing homoscedasticity, the researcher
discovered random scatter and variability in scatterplots of standardized residuals against the
standardized predicted values (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).
Furthermore, the data reported from participants did not produce any significant outliers.
The research also tested the assumption of multicollinearity and found that within the regression
analysis there was an absence of multicollinearity between the dependent and independent
variables within each of the four models (tolerance statistics and variance inflation factors were
well within acceptable ranges). In summary, the results of these analyses suggest the regression
assumptions were not violated and the data gathered and reviewed as a byproduct of the multiple
regression analysis can be considered valid (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).
Results
Emotional Exhaustion
Six hundred and ninety two special education teachers completed the Maslach Burnout
Inventory for Educators Survey (MBI-E) (Maslach et al., 1986). The tool is designed to evaluate
a special education teacher’s current level of burnout according to the three components
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discussed throughout this document. Nine of the questions on the MBI-E (Maslach et al., 1986)
pertain to questions targeting emotional exhaustion. Although disclosure of the MBI -E is not
allowed due to test protocol, it is feasible to share that nine questions in the survey pertain to
emotional exhaustion (Maslach et al., 1986). Seven of the questions ask the educator to rate their
feelings about their work in terms of a depletion of energy or excessive effort poured into the
role (Maslach et al., 1986). Given a Likert scale from zero (never) to six (everyday), participants'
responses indicated that their feelings of exhaustion brought on by the work occurred somewhere
between a few times per month to once per week (M = 3.56). Certainly, represented in fewer
questions, two total, the MBI-E prompted respondents to gauge their levels of emotional
exhaustion as brought on by others (Maslach et al., 1986). Remarkably, this sample indicated
that this could be true a few times per year or less to once per month or less (M = 1.68) (Maslach
et al., 1986). While the sample of 692 special educators may truly be fatigued, their responses
indicate that there has not been a loss of empathy or desire to serve students.
When presented with the question, “I feel emotionally drained from my work,” as a part
of the Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators survey, 82% of participants shared that they felt
this way on a regular basis (Maslach et al., 1986). Table 3 summarizes data gathered from this
inquiry. In estimating which independent variable most impacts special education teachers’
levels of emotional exhaustion, the organizational factor of workload is clearly the leading factor
(β = -0.410, p = .000) (Table 4).
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Emotional Exhaustion Item, “I Feel Emotionally Drained from My
Work”
n
Never
A few times a year or less
Once a month or less
A few times a month
Once a week
A few times a week
Everyday

%
6
53
63
160
87
201
122

0.9
7.7
9.1
23.1
12.6
29.0
17.6

The results from the emotional exhaustion regression suggested that multiple independent
variables contribute to special education teachers’ levels of emotional exhaustion (Table 4).
Initially, this is enhanced by the statistical significance of the model, F(54, 637) =11.422, p <
.001. The model also explains 49.2% of the variance related to emotional exhaustion. This model
suggests that the independent variables entered into the model explained a significant amount of
variance in special education teachers’ emotional exhaustion (Table 4).
In terms of personality, those who identified their personalities as extraverted (β = -0.084,
p = .006) were significantly less likely to experience emotional exhaustion. Those reporting a
personality type of agreeable (β = 0.087, p = .006) and emotionally unstable/ neurotic (β = 0.156,
p = .000) were significantly more likely to experience emotional exhaustion. Those reporting
alignment between the organization and their perceived workload (β = -0.410, p = .000), rewards
(β = -0.161, p = .000), fairness (β = -0.114, p = .004), and values (β = -0.085, p = .007) reported
significantly diminished emotional exhaustion (Table 4).
The participants in the age ranges of 20-30 years (β = 0.096, p = .044) and 31-40 (β =
0.131, p = .025) reported significantly higher levels of emotional exhaustion compared to other
age groups within the study. Special education teachers working in schools that serve the 18-21
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year old population reported significantly less emotional exhaustion than teachers serving other
grade levels (β = -0.104, p = .039). The same can be reported for teachers serving students who
meet Minnesota’s disability criteria for special education under the category of Severe Multiple
Impairments (β = -0.089, p = .024), who had significantly lower emotional exhaustion.
Table 5
Multivariate Linear Regression Results for Emotional Exhaustion
B
Constant
Personality
extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability/
Neuroticism
Openness
Organizational Factors
Workload
Control
Reward
Community
Fairness
Values
Employment Status
Full-time employment
Age
20-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years
51-60 years
Length of Time Teaching or
Employed at School
Length of time teaching
Length of time employed at
school
Grade Levels Served
Preschool
Kindergarten
1st Grade
2nd Grade

4.795

Std. Error
0.546

β

p
***

-0.063
0.071
-0.010
0.129

0.023
0.026
0.028
0.026

-0.084
0.087
-0.010
0.156

0.004

0.024

0.005

-0.572
-0.047
-0.190
-0.031
-0.170
-0.171

0.047
0.050
0.042
0.054
0.058
0.064

-0.410
-0.037
-0.161
-0.020
-0.114
-0.085

0.360

0.189

0.058

0.387
0.376
0.251
0.190

0.192
0.167
0.168
0.169

0.096
0.131
0.085
0.063

0.007
-0.044

0.028
0.029

0.015
-0.085

0.064
-0.110
0.045
-0.001

0.170
0.180
0.233
0.225

0.017
-0.035
0.015
0.000

**
**
***

***
***
**
**

*
*
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3rd Grade
-0.158
4th Grade
-0.023
5th Grade
0.189
th
6 Grade
-0.097
7th Grade
0.096
th
8 Grade
-0.009
9th Grade
-0.053
10th-12th Grade
-0.164
18-21 years old
0.192
School Serves the Following
Grade Levels
Preschool
-0.044
rd
Kindergarten-3 Grades
-0.037
4th-6th Grades
0.012
th th
7 -9 Grades
-0.041
10th-12th Grades
0.120
18-21 years old
-0.370
Disabilities Served
Speech Language Impairment
-0.059
Developmental Cognitive
0.166
Disabilities - Mild to
Moderate
Developmental Cognitive
0.081
Disabilities - Severe to
Profound
Physical Impairment
-0.172
Deaf/Hard of Hearing
0.091
Blind/Visual Impairment
0.212
Specific Learning Disability
0.026
Emotional/Behavioral
-0.094
Disorder
Deaf/Blind
0.041
Other Health Disability
-0.034
Autism Spectrum Disorder
0.178
Developmental Delay
0.010
Traumatic Brain Injury
-0.114
Severe Multiple Impairments
-0.304
Gender
Woman
-0.086
Non-binary
0.434
Transgender
-0.209
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

0.192
0.182
0.150
0.148
0.220
0.214
0.239
0.259
0.198

-0.053
-0.008
0.063
-0.030
0.032
-0.003
-0.018
-0.057
0.048

0.132
0.160
0.141
0.140
0.178
0.179

-0.015
-0.014
0.005
-0.015
0.044
-0.104

0.096
0.105

-0.023
0.063

0.130

0.026

0.121
0.110
0.136
0.135
0.119

-0.058
0.031
0.061
0.010
-0.035

0.160
0.118
0.119
0.114
0.118
0.135

0.009
-0.013
0.064
0.004
-0.033
-0.089

0.111
0.594
1.030

-0.024
0.022
-0.006

*

*
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Depersonalization/Cynicism
The Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators (MBI-E) contains six questions that target
educators’ levels of cynicism (Maslach et al., 1986). This segment of the survey yielded a mean
score of 1.66. In summary, Minnesota’s special educators, while experiencing some levels of
burnout, are not so far removed from the role that they are mechanically moving through the day
without connection to students and colleagues. In response to a question about disregard for
outcomes for students, this sample responded with a mean score of 0.33, citing this feeling
almost never. Table 5 outlines the manner in which participants responded to the question, “I
don’t really care about what happens to some students” (Maslach et al., 1986).
Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Depersonalization Item, “I Don’t Really Care What Happens to Some
Students”
n
Never
A few times a year or less
Once a month or less
A few times a month
Once a week
A few times a week
Everyday

%
554
87
25
15
9
1
1

80.1
12.6
3.6
2.2
1.3
0.1
0.1

The results from the depersonalization regression implied that multiple independent
variables contribute to special education teachers’ levels of this form of burnout. Initially, this is
enhanced by the statistical significance of the model, F(54, 637) =4.095, p =.000, the model also
explains 25.8% of the variance in the burnout trait of depersonalization. Similar to the model
generating statistics on emotional exhaustion, this model also suggests that special education
teachers’ tendencies toward depersonalization is significantly correlated to personality and their
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worklife. The results of this regression analysis also indicate that more independent variables can
have an effect on depersonalization (Table 6).
Similar to emotional exhaustion, personality traits of agreeableness (β = 0.128, p = .001)
and neuroticism (β = 0.080, p = .036) are significant and positive predictors for future
depersonalization. Additionally, extraversion (β = -0.084, p = .022) is a protective factor because
it is negatively associated with depersonalization. With the exception of values,
workplace/employee fit in the areas of workload (β = -0.138, p = .001), reward (β = -0.141, p =
.001), and fairness (β = 0.125, p = .008) also serve to mitigate the presence of depersonalization
as they are negatively associated with depersonalization.
In terms of age, participants from 20 years old through 60 years old had significantly
higher levels of depersonalization compared to individuals over 61 years old. Those aged 20-30
years old (β = 0.140, p =.015); 31-40 years old (β = 0.256, p = .000); 41-50 years old (β = 0.254,
p = .000), and 51-60 years old (β = 0.195, p = .004) and significantly higher levels of
depersonalization compared to the other participants in the study. Those providing special
education services to students who meet the Minnesota disability category of Emotional or
Behavior Disorders (EBD) had significantly higher levels of depersonalization compared to the
rest of the respondents (β = 0.105, p = .051). Women reported significantly lower levels of
depersonalization compared to the other respondents (β = -0.112, p = .003). This statistic is
relevant as 75.8% of Minnesota’s teaching force were women in the 2018-2019 school year
(Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019).
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Table 7
Multivariate Linear Regression Results for Depersonalization/Cynicism
B
Constant
Personality
extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability/
Neuroticism
Openness
Organizational Factors
Workload
Control
Reward
Community
Fairness
Values
Employment Status
Full-time employment
Age
20-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years
51-60 years
Length of Time Teaching or
Employed at School
Length of time teaching
Length of time employed at
school
Grade Levels Served
Preschool
Kindergarten
1st Grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th Grade
6th Grade
7th Grade
8th Grade
9th Grade
10th-12th Grade

1.076

Std. Error
0.497

β

p
*

-0.047
0.079
0.026
0.050

0.021
0.023
0.026
0.024

-0.084
0.128
0.038
0.080

0.040

0.022

0.068

-0.145
0.053
-0.125
-0.034
-0.141
-0.086

0.042
0.046
0.038
0.049
0.053
0.058

-0.138
0.054
-0.141
-0.029
-0.125
-0.057

0.119

0.172

0.025

0.426
0.553
0.565
0.442

0.175
0.152
0.152
0.153

0.140
0.256
0.254
0.195

-0.004
-0.043

0.025
0.026

-0.011
-0.108

-0.004
-0.253
-0.204
0.227
0.087
0.031
0.125
-0.225
0.267
-0.083
-0.075
0.147

0.155
0.164
0.212
0.205
0.175
0.166
0.136
0.134
0.200
0.194
0.217
0.236

-0.001
-0.108
-0.088
0.100
0.039
0.014
0.055
-0.093
0.117
-0.036
-0.034
0.068

**
***
*

***
***
**

*
***
***
**
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18-21 years old
-0.045
School Serves the Following
Grade Levels
Preschool
-0.024
Kindergarten-3rd Grades
-0.198
th th
4 -6 Grades
0.145
7th-9th Grades
-0.038
10th-12th Grades
0.009
18-21 years old
-0.174
Disabilities Served
Speech Language Impairment
-0.088
Developmental Cognitive
0.082
Disabilities - Mild to
Moderate
Developmental Cognitive
0.052
Disabilities - Severe to
Profound
Physical Impairment
-0.082
Deaf/Hard of Hearing
0.047
Blind/Visual Impairment
0.021
Specific Learning Disability
-0.020
Emotional/Behavioral
0.211
Disorder
Deaf/Blind
0.013
Other Health Disability
-0.163
Autism Spectrum Disorder
0.139
Developmental Delay
-0.142
Traumatic Brain Injury
0.188
Severe Multiple Impairments
0.011
Gender
Woman
-0.302
Non-binary
-0.313
Transgender
-0.928
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

0.180

-0.015

0.120
0.146
0.128
0.128
0.162
0.163

-0.011
-0.099
0.073
-0.019
0.004
-0.065

0.087
0.095

-0.044
0.041

0.118

0.022

0.110
0.100
0.124
0.123
0.108

-0.037
0.021
0.008
-0.010
0.105

0.145
0.108
0.108
0.104
0.108
0.122

0.004
-0.082
0.066
-0.068
0.072
0.004

0.101
0.541
0.937

-0.112
-0.021
-0.036

*

**

Personal Accomplishment
Maslach et al. (1986) crafted this segment of the MBI-E to learn more of the educators’
perspective on problem solving and influence. The mean score of these seven prompt sections
was a mean of 5.00. Therefore, indicating that special education teachers in Minnesota feel that
they have a positive impact on their students “a few times per week” (Maslach et al., 1986).
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Despite decreased levels of personal accomplishment, the majority of special education teachers
responded positively to the inquiry below as part of the Maslach Burnout Inventory for
Educators (Maslach et al., 1986) (Table 7).
Table 8
Descriptive Statistics for Personal Accomplishment Item, “I Have Accomplished Many
Worthwhile Things in this Job”
n
Never
A few times a year or less
Once a month or less
A few times a month
Once a week
A few times a week
Everyday

%
3
21
40
97
99
235
197

0.4
3.0
5.8
14.0
14.3
34.0
28.5

The results from the personal accomplishment regression suggested that multiple
independent variables contribute to special education teachers’ levels of personal
accomplishment. The statistical significance of the model is bolstered by the results of the
ANOVA (F(54, 637) = 2.590, p < .001). The model also explains 18% of the variance in
personal accomplishment. This model proposes that special education teachers' assessment of
their personal accomplishments is significantly correlated to personality, as well as
organizational factors (Table 8).
Again, extraversion rates as statistically significant; in this instance extraversion works to
minimize the negative assessment of one’s contributions to the work (β = 0.149, p = .000).
Pertaining to organizational factors, reward (β = 0.162, p = .000) and values (β = 0.164, p = .000)
prevail as significantly and positively associated with personal accomplishment. Special
education teachers employed full-time also reported a significantly higher sense of personal
accomplishment (β = 0.083, p = .031). Teachers who teach in the 5th grade have a significantly

113
lower personal accomplishment compared to the rest of the survey respondents (β = -0.142, p =
.025). Duration of time in the field of special education is also the variable most closely related
to personal accomplishment (β = 0.189, p = .010).
Table 9
Multivariate Linear Regression Results for Personal Accomplishment
B
Constant
Personality
extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability/
Neuroticism
Openness
Organizational Factors
Workload
Control
Reward
Community
Fairness
Values
Employment Status
Full-time employment
Age
20-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years
51-60 years
Length of Time Teaching or
Employed at School
Length of time teaching
Length of time employed at
school
Grade Levels Served
Preschool
Kindergarten
1st Grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade

2.551

Std. Error
0.390

β

p
***

0.063
0.026
-0.017
0.019

0.016
0.018
0.020
0.019

0.149
0.057
-0.033
0.041

-0.003

0.017

-0.007

0.043
0.027
0.107
0.035
-0.021
0.185

0.033
0.036
0.030
0.039
0.041
0.046

0.055
0.037
0.162
0.040
-0.026
0.164

0.293

0.135

0.083

-0.213
-0.070
-0.222
-0.167

0.137
0.119
0.120
0.121

-0.094
-0.043
-0.134
-0.099

0.051
-0.029

0.020
0.021

0.189
-0.098

-0.174
-0.014
-0.054
0.175
0.035
0.017

0.122
0.129
0.167
0.161
0.137
0.130

-0.082
-0.008
-0.031
0.103
0.021
0.010

***

***
***
**

**
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5th Grade
-0.241
th
6 Grade
0.058
7th Grade
0.111
th
8 Grade
-0.172
9th Grade
0.211
th
th
10 -12 Grade
-0.262
18-21 years old
-0.156
School Serves the Following
Grade Levels
Preschool
0.003
rd
Kindergarten-3 Grades
0.023
4th-6th Grades
0.037
th th
7 -9 Grades
-0.112
10th-12th Grades
0.128
18-21 years old
0.088
Disabilities Served
Speech Language Impairment
-0.090
Developmental Cognitive
0.039
Disabilities - Mild to
Moderate
Developmental Cognitive
0.040
Disabilities - Severe to
Profound
Physical Impairment
0.029
Deaf/Hard of Hearing
0.076
Blind/Visual Impairment
0.037
Specific Learning Disability
-0.063
Emotional/Behavioral
0.038
Disorder
Deaf/Blind
0.116
Other Health Disability
-0.010
Autism Spectrum Disorder
-0.078
Developmental Delay
-0.036
Traumatic Brain Injury
-0.046
Severe Multiple Impairments
0.001
Gender
Woman
0.143
Non-binary
0.550
Transgender
-0.697
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

0.107
0.106
0.157
0.153
0.171
0.185
0.142

-0.142
0.032
0.065
-0.100
0.128
-0.161
-0.069

0.094
0.115
0.101
0.100
0.127
0.128

0.002
0.016
0.025
-0.075
0.084
0.044

0.068
0.075

-0.061
0.026

0.093

0.023

0.086
0.079
0.097
0.096
0.085

0.018
0.046
0.019
-0.042
0.025

0.114
0.085
0.085
0.082
0.085
0.096

0.045
-0.006
-0.050
-0.023
-0.024
0.000

0.079
0.425
0.736

0.071
0.049
-0.036

*

115
Burnout
While not a measure included in the Areas of Worklife Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011),
Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators (Maslach et al., 1986), or the Ten Item Personality
Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003b), the researcher combined previously named dependent
variables into one comprehensive category of burnout. The results from the combined burnout
regression model indicate that 40.5% of burnout in special education teachers can be attributed to
the effects of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and a limited sense of personal
accomplishment. This model also meets the conditions of statistical significance relevant to the
intended variable of burnout (F(54, 637) = 7.853, p =.000) (Table 12) (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2012).
Personality traits of agreeableness (β = 0.083, p = .015) and low emotional
stability/neuroticism (β = 0.106, p = .002) were significantly and positively associated with
burnout, while extraversion was significantly and negatively associated with burnout (β = -0.128,
p = .000). The employee-organizational fit in the areas of workload (β = -0.298, p = .000),
reward (β = -0.206, p = .000), fairness (β = -0.103, p = .015), and values (β = -0.127, p = .000)
were negatively associated with burnout (Table 12). Tables 9, 10, and 11 summarize
respondents’ submissions to questions from the Areas of Worklife Survey in regard to workload,
reward, and fairness (Leiter & Maslach, 2011). Five-hundred sixty five (565/692) special
education teachers shared that they had work in excess of paid time allocated to the role
(workload). About half of the respondents indicated that they did not receive the recognition
(reward) they needed for work completed and felt that there was inequity in workplace decisions
(fairness).
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Table 10
Areas of Worklife Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011): Workload
“I do not have time to do the work that must be done.”
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neutral
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree

n
26
61
40
171
394

%

n

%

4
9
6
25
57

Table 11
Areas of Worklife Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011): Reward
“I do not get recognized for all the things I contribute.”
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neutral
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree

60
183
115
177
157

9
26
17
26
22

Table 12
Areas of Worklife Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011): Fairness
“Opportunities are decided solely on merit.”
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neutral
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree

n

%
118
217
230
99
28

17
31
33
14
4

Moreover, the regression identified that individuals between the ages of 20 and 60 years
old have a significantly higher level of burnout compared to other respondents. Almost all age
groups yielded scores indicating significantly higher levels of depersonalization compared to the
other participants in the study; 20-30 years old (β = 0.138, p =.007); 31-40 years old (β = 0.193,
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p = .002); 41-50 years old (β = 0.194, p = .002), and 51-60 years old (β = 0.146, p = .017).
Furthermore, women have a significantly lower level of burnout compared to other respondents
(β = -0.080, p = .003).
Table 13
Multivariate Linear Regression Results for Burnout
B
Constant
Personality
extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability/
Neuroticism
Openness
Organizational Factors
Workload
Control
Reward
Community
Fairness
Values
Employment Status
Full-time employment
Age
20-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years
51-60 years
Length of Time Teaching or
Employed at School
Length of time teaching
Length of time employed at
school
Grade Levels Served
Preschool
Kindergarten
1st Grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade

9.456

Std. Error
1.075

β

p
***

-0.173
0.122
0.040
0.160

0.045
0.050
0.055
0.051

-0.128
0.083
0.024
0.106

0.045

0.047

0.032

-0.754
-0.019
-0.440
-0.112
-0.278
-0.460

0.092
0.099
0.083
0.106
0.114
0.125

-0.298
-0.008
-0.206
-0.040
-0.103
-0.127

0.197

0.372

0.017

1.015
1.001
1.039
0.796

0.378
0.328
0.330
0.332

0.138
0.193
0.194
0.146

-0.050
-0.057

0.054
0.057

-0.058
-0.060

0.222
-0.348
-0.107
0.066
-0.095
-0.015

0.335
0.355
0.459
0.443
0.378
0.359

0.032
-0.062
-0.019
0.012
-0.017
-0.003

***
*
**

***
***
*
***

**
**
**
*
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5th Grade
0.554
th
6 Grade
-0.392
7th Grade
0.269
th
8 Grade
0.053
9th Grade
-0.331
10th-12th Grade
0.286
18-21 years old
0.298
School Serves the Following
Grade Levels
Preschool
-0.038
rd
Kindergarten-3 Grades
-0.284
4th-6th Grades
0.121
th th
7 -9 Grades
0.047
10th-12th Grades
-0.042
18-21 years old
-0.597
Disabilities Served
Speech Language Impairment
-0.060
Developmental Cognitive
0.190
Disabilities - Mild to
Moderate
Developmental Cognitive
0.080
Disabilities - Severe to
Profound
Physical Impairment
-0.264
Deaf/Hard of Hearing
0.082
Blind/Visual Impairment
0.171
Specific Learning Disability
0.102
Emotional/Behavioral
0.063
Disorder
Deaf/Blind
-0.075
Other Health Disability
-0.191
Autism Spectrum Disorder
0.390
Developmental Delay
-0.112
Traumatic Brain Injury
0.087
Severe Multiple Impairments
-0.268
Gender
Woman
-0.519
Non-binary
-0.555
Transgender
-0.426
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

0.294
0.291
0.433
0.421
0.470
0.510
0.390

0.101
-0.067
0.049
0.010
-0.063
0.055
0.041

0.259
0.316
0.277
0.276
0.351
0.352

-0.007
-0.059
0.025
0.010
-0.009
-0.092

0.188
0.206

-0.013
0.040

0.255

0.014

0.238
0.216
0.268
0.266
0.233

-0.049
0.015
0.027
0.021
0.013

0.314
0.233
0.235
0.225
0.233
0.265

-0.009
-0.040
0.077
-0.022
0.014
-0.044

0.218
1.169
2.028

-0.080
-0.015
-0.007

*
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Summary
The final table in Chapter Four is intended to succinctly summarize the statistically
significant findings across burnout and its factors (Table 13). Again, it is clear that extraversion
is a protective factor against all segments of burnout, while agreeable and neurotic personality
types can find themselves predisposed to emotional exhaustion and cynicism. Contrary to the
hypothesis, openness and conscientiousness did not prompt or prevent burnout for special
educators. Additionally, the data collected indicates that agreement in the areas of workload,
reward, fairness, and values are imperative features of fit for the special educator. While
community is certainly of substance for special educators, this group did not claim community as
a statistically significant factor for workplace longevity. Next, in Chapter Five, the researcher
will provide a further discussion of data, implications of the results, and provide
recommendations for the intended use of the research.
Table 14
Statistically Significant Results across All Areas of Burnout
EE
Personality
extraversion
Agreeableness
Emotional Stability/
Neuroticism
Organizational Factors
Workload
Reward
Fairness
Values
Employment Status
Full-time employment
Age
20-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years

DP

PA

**
**
***

**
***
*

***
***
**
**

***
***
**

B
***

***

***
**
**
***
***
**
***

**
*
*

*
***
***

**
**
**
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51-60 years
Length of Time Teaching or
Employed at School
Length of time teaching
Length of time employed at
school
Grade Levels Served
5th Grade
18-21 years old
School Serves the Following
Grade Levels
18-21 years old
Disabilities Served
Emotional/Behavioral
Disorder
Severe Multiple Impairments
Gender
Woman

**

**
**

*

*
*
*
**

*

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
EE - emotional exhaustion; DP - depersonalization; PA- personal accomplishment; B- burnout
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Chapter Five: Discussion, Implications, Recommendations
Overview of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the variables that contribute to burnout for
Minnesota’s special education teachers. As stated throughout this document, burnout is
positively linked to special education teachers’ pre-retirement attrition (Brunsting et al., 2014;
Buric et al., 2019; Cancio et al., 2018; Cancio & Conderman, 2008; Farkas et al., 2000; Shen et
al., 2015). Retaining licensed special education teachers has been a shared concern for
administrators across Minnesota (Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019; Liuzzi, 2021; Minnesota
Department of Education, 2017). The perpetual departure of special educators from the field
impacts school districts, school teams, colleagues, caregivers, students with disabilities, and the
individual special education teachers (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Benner, 2000; Cornelius &
Gustafson, 2020). As administrators constantly seek new special education teacher candidates to
serve in their buildings, they ignore the organizational constructs, and their own behaviors, that
contribute to the alienation (Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020; Maslach & Leiter, 1997). Special
education teacher attrition and burnout rates can be improved if school districts intentionally
invest time and people power in sustaining teachers’ levels of energy, engagement, and feelings
of self-efficacy (Billingsley &Bettini, 2019; Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020; Maslach, 1998). In
fact, Cornelius and Gustafson (2020) shared that principal-and-teacher relationships not only
affect teachers’ commitment, but they also impact teachers’ collaborative relationships (Bettini et
al., 2020; Futernick, 2007). Profoundly, the disrupted teacher-student relationship generates
negative repercussions for students.
The physical and mental presence of teachers is imperative to students’ success
(Appleton et al., 2008; Brunsting et al., 2014; Buric et al., 2019; Corcoran & Flaherty, 2016;
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Cornelius-White, 2007; Hattie, 2008; Shen et al., 2015). Strong student-teacher relationships are
possible when teachers demonstrate emotional availability, an ability to portray hope, empathy,
and an investment in their work with students (Frenzel et al., 2018; Goutas, 2008; Hatfield et al.,
1994; Kim et al., 2019; Levine, 2013; Maslach & Leiter, 1999; McCarthy et al., 2006; Pine,
1993; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017; Shen et al., 2015). Therefore, it is imperative to identify
factors that support teachers’ engagement and prevent them from experiencing burnout.
The researcher executed a comprehensive review of the literature and found a gap in the
literature as personality, coupled with organizational factors, had not been explored as rationale
for teacher burnout and attrition. The researcher administered a survey to 9,500 Tier Four special
education teachers in Minnesota. The final sample size was 692 educators (7.3%), the sum of
individuals who responded to all 67 questions contained within the Maslach Burnout Inventory
for Educators (Maslach et al., 1986), Areas of Worklife Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011), and
the Ten Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003).
Throughout the literature review, survey administration, and data analysis process, the
researcher did not discover a quantitative study that measured the aforementioned population or
the dependent variables of burnout (emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal
accomplishment) against the independent variables of personality (openness, extraversion,
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism/low emotional stability) and organizational
factors (workload, control, reward, community, and fairness. The results of the study answered
the two research questions and associated hypotheses listed below.
Research Questions
Two research questions were developed to guide this study.
RQ1: Is there a significant relationship between special education teachers’ personality
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type (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness) and burnout?
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between special education teachers’ worklife
variables (i.e., community, fairness, values, workload, control, and reward) and burnout?
The answers to both questions are listed below:
Research Question One: Personality and Burnout
A multivariate regression analysis was used to determine that a significant relationship
exists between the personality type of Tier Four special education teachers’ and burnout. Three
of the five personality traits frequently researched by Costa and McCrae (1989, 1991, 1992a,
1999, 2006a, 2009, 2012, 2018) were consistently linked with special education teachers’
burnout: extraversion is negatively associated with burnout, while neuroticism/emotional
stability, and agreeableness are negatively linked with burnout (Digman, 1990; Gosling et al.,
2003).
Extraversion has been described as relational and a “human oriented personality
dimension based on feelings and emotions” (Riaz et al., 2012, p.101). Costa (1996) labeled
extraversion with the following adjectives: “activity,” “excitement-seeking,” and “positive
emotions.” Ackerman also used “tendency for affection” and “social confidence” in their
summary of extraversion (Ackerman, 2021). Data gathered from the 692 respondents led the
researcher to conclude that extraversion is a protective factor against burnout. Extraversion was
the second most cited personality trait for individuals within this study (M = 8.89).
Neuroticism, the leading personality type within this study (M = 9.26), has been
described as a temperament that leans toward worry, tension, and a lack of self-confidence (Riaz
et al., 2012). Conversely, those described as emotionally stable tend to behave in a more calm
and, optimistic manner and accept life on life’s terms (Riaz et al., 2012). Costa (1996)
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summarized neuroticism with the following adjectives: “vulnerability” and “depression.”
Ackerman (2021) also suggested “oversensitivity” and “wariness.” Both neuroticism and
emotional stability are used interchangeably; the term neuroticism is dominant, while emotional
stability has a more positive connotation. Gosling et al. (2003a), the authors of the Ten Item
Personality Inventory, favor the term emotional stability (Gosling et al., 2003a). Consistent with
research, this study found that neuroticism is positively linked to burnout (Costa & McCrae,
1991, 2018; Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012).
Similarly, agreeable types, which tend to be in opposition with neurotic types, due to
their propensity for compassion, accommodation, and helpful nature, are also prone to burnout
(Riaz et al., 2012). Additional descriptors here include “straightforwardness” (Costa, 1996) and
“humbleness,” “politeness,” and “cheerfulness” (Ackerman, 2021). Agreeable-types are the third
most ranked personality type special educators in this study (M = 8.78).
Research Question Two: Organizational Factors and Burnout
The researcher collected sufficient evidence in order to resolve the second research
question. The results of the multiple regression analysis signaled a statistically significant
relationship between organizational factors and burnout in Minnesota’s special education
teachers. Markedly, workload, reward, fairness, and values are associated with higher rates of
burnout. The four aforementioned factors are key in predicting emotional exhaustion. While
workload, reward, and fairness prevailed as significant factors for depersonalization. Lastly, the
statistical significance of reward and values led the researcher to conclude that these factors had
bearing on special education teachers’ assessment of their personal accomplishments.
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Discussion and Implications
The Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) and the Maslach Burnout Inventory for
Educators Survey (MBI-E) prompt the participants to reflect inward on the manner in which they
perceive their personalities and their engagement in the role of a special educator (Gosling et al.,
2003a; Maslach et al., 1986). Conversely, the Areas of Worklife Survey (AWS) asks the
participant to evaluate their agency of employment, in this case, the school district, in terms of
alignment with their needs, perceptions of equity, and belonging (Leiter & Maslach, 2011). The
following segment of this chapter will provide a discussion of the data, connections with
available literature, implications of the work, and recommendations.
The present study confirmed and expanded upon a number of previous research findings.
Brunsting et al. (2014) found that teachers over the age of 30 are less likely to experience
burnout than their younger peers. The results of this study indicate that special education
teachers between the ages of 20 and 40 are more susceptible to emotional exhaustion than their
colleagues between the ages of 41 through 70 years old. Similarly, special education teachers
between the ages of 20 years old and 60 years old shared through survey data that age is
positively associated with depersonalization; the same is true for burnout as an overall concept.
The results from this study also signaled that burnout was less likely to burden special
education teachers as their time with their employer, as well as their time in the field, increased.
While this information may garner hope, this does not negate the sufficient data suggesting that
special education teachers surpassing their five year employment anniversary is rare (Albrecht et
al., 2009; Alliance for Excellent Education, 2014; Cancio et al., 2018; Education Minnesota,
2021a, 2021b; George et al., 1995; Higher Education Consortium for Special Education, 2014;
Liuzzi, 2021; Mark & Anderson, 1985; Schlechty & Vancy, 1983). It may be the case that early

126
career teachers may not have responded to the survey given their pending pre-retirement attrition
from their educational careers.
This study merged the concepts of personality (internal factors) and organizational
systems (external factors). The researcher was able to conclude that personality traits and
organizational factors impact special education teachers’ burnout and attrition accordingly. With
an increased understanding of burnout and the complexities associated with the role the
researcher is hopeful that teacher training programs will provide teachers more comprehensive
and realistic preparation for employment. Second, the researcher is hopeful that school
administrators will take proactive and thoughtful steps to creating a more nurturing environment
for those serving students with disabilities. Lastly, the researcher urges current and prospective
special educators to couple their passion with ongoing and serious assessment of areas of
strength, growth, and patterns of behavior in community settings. This self-awareness will
increase the likelihood of sustainability in employment.
Burnout and Personality
Extraversion
Three personality types yielded statistically significant scores related to burnout:
extraversion, agreeableness, and emotional stability/neuroticism. Of the three, extraversion was
the only trait that has the potential to resist the harm of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization,
and negative perception contributions to the workplace. Given the research extraversion, the their
resistance to burnout may be attributed to extraverts’ confidence and ability to identify and honor
their needs, ask questions, and altogether be a more assertive part of the school community
(Cano-Garcia et al., 2005; Kim et al., 2019; Mojsa-Kaja et al., 2015; Pishghadam & Sahebjham,
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2012; Wilt & Revelle, 2018). Furthermore, their social prowess may also help extraverted special
education teachers from feelings of isolation (Ackerman, 2021).
Agreeableness
Given the amount of collaboration required to create specialized programs for students
with disabilities, the extrovert and the agreeable-types are at an advantage due to their ability to
collaborate with others; conversely, people with neurotic personality types will struggle in this
area (Blue-Banning, 2004; McLeskey et al., 2017; Individualized Educational Programs, 2020;
Neece, 2009; Riaz et al., 2012; Special Education and Special Programs, 2019; United States
Department of Education, 2017e).
Given their tendencies to follow, rather than lead, agreeable special education teachers
may prefer less independence in their work assignments and responsibilities (Ackerman, 2021;
Bandura, 2001; Costa, 1996; Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012). Agreeable-types may be
perceived by colleagues as though they are short on initiative in waiting for a person in authority
to direct their work. Adaptability and empathy are dominant strengths for the adaptable
personality types (Bar-On, 2005; Corcoran & O’Flaherty, 2016; Costa & McCrae, 1990; Davis,
1980, 1983; Digman, 1990; Graziano & Tobin, 2018; Kim et al., 2019; Klassen et al., 2017;
Maslach & Leiter, 2016; Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017; Riaz,
2012). However, perpetual empathy, a desire to serve and accommodate, may also lead the
agreeable-type to emotional exhaustion should they not have firm boundaries. To reiterate, those
working in human-services positions, who also must expend their empathy as part of the role are
prime for emotional exhaustion (Aults, 2012; Bar-On, 2005; Blue-Banning, 2004; Kim, 20125;
Maslach, 1976; 1998; Maslach et al., 1986; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach
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& Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Platsidou & Agaliotis, 2017; Schaufeli &
Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007; Williams, 1989).
Also stated in Chapter Two, managing grief and conflict are two of the many
responsibilities of the special educator (Blue-Banning, 2004; Fish, 2008; Gotto, 2019; Haley et
al., 2013; Hammond et al., 2008; Minnesota Department of Education, Special Education
Dispute Resolution Services, 2020; Neece et al., 2009; Rahim et al., 2000). The management
thereof may prove to be troublesome for agreeable-types due to their avoidant decision-making
style (Riaz, et al., 2012). Richardson et al. (1992) and Sonnetag et al. (2013) noted the burnout,
specifically in the area of personal accomplishment that can result from conflict. On the contrary,
the compassion for those with agreeable personalities may be a strength and help them to resist
cynicism (Kim et al., 2019; Klassen et al., 2017; Graziano & Tobin, 2018).
Neuroticism
Where the agreeable-type is inclined to be adaptable, the constant engagement with
others, as well as countless variables to the day’s outcome will be a challenge for the neurotic
type who prefers a more predictable routine (Ackerman, 2021; Collie & Martin, 2015, 2016;
Costa, 1996; Hargreaves, 2005; Mansfield et al., 2012; Riaz et al., 2012). Their levels of anxiety
and emotional exhaustion may be stoked by changes to their responsibilities, caseloads, service
providers, or an emerging conflict.
Neurotic-types are at a disadvantage due to the juxtaposition of their skills in the areas of
adaptability, autonomy, and agency; adaptability may be a struggle due to the neurotic-type’s
preference for routine and linear tasks that generate an obvious and correct response (Ackerman,
2021; Biglan et al., 2013; Brunsting et al., 2014; Collie & Martin, 2015, 2016; Hargreaves, 2005;
Holliman et al., 2018; Mansfield et al., 2012; Pishghadam & Sahebjam, 2012; Riaz et al., 2012;
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Tackett & Lahey, 2017). To that end, the level of autonomy that is necessary for the special
educator may prove to be overwhelming to the neurotic-type given their tendencies toward selfdoubt and anxiety (Ackerman, 2021; Bandura, 2001; Costa, 1996). However, a strength of the
neurotic personality type is that work completion can help the individual to sidestep a negative
assessment of personal accomplishment in the workplace. This finding is consistent with the
research conducted by Kokkinos et al. (2015) and Pishghadam and Sahebjam (2012).
The study confirms that personality does in fact impact a special education teachers level
of burnout, and thereby, teacher attrition. What’s more is that the role of the special education
teacher requires those employed to embody the best traits of each of the Big Five personality
traits. Given the technical aspects of the role, people with high levels of conscientiousness are
essential due to their dutiful and competent nature (Ackerman, 2021; Costa, 1996; Jackson &
Roberts, 2017). It is with these skills that deadlines are met, meetings are scheduled, and
resources are gathered and distributed appropriately. The open personality types are assets due to
their propensity toward creativity and ideation (Ackerman, 2021; Costa, 1996; Sutin, 2017).
With these traits, students become absorbed into interesting instruction, operations are
streamlined, and barriers can be lifted for both students and staff. Special education teachers who
are rooted in openness typically have positive attitudes to novel experiences and the
unpredictability of the predicaments that can occur with the social experiment that is public
education.
Moreover, employers seek agreeable-types as a result of the interpersonal complexity
associated with the job. Extroverts are also encouraged to apply, given their ability to advocate
for themselves and others and lead a relatively young program of education (Haubenreich, 2012;
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Mastropieri, 2001; United States Department of Education, 1993; United States Department of
Education, Office of Rehabilitation Services, 2010).
Although individuals may have traits of multiple personality types, people tend to fall
into one predominant category (Costa, 1996). Given the multifaceted nature of the role of the
special education teacher, school administrators are often seeking the impossible, the special
education teacher with strengths in all five domains of personality. As a result of this strain, the
gifts that are born out of personality and nurtured through the environment- the reason that
these individuals are selected from the hiring pool—are eviscerated—and so the cycle of burnout
and attrition continues.
Burnout Organizational Factors
Workload
The negative effects of an unbalanced workload were evident in this study. Workload
was the highest predictor of emotional exhaustion compared to all other independent variables in
this category. The findings of this study were in alignment with a score of researchers citing that
the responsibilities of the special educator are not commensurate with time and resources
(Brunsting et al., 2014; Embich, 2001; Giangreco et al., 2013; Maslach, 1998; Maslach & Leiter,
2005, 20078, 2016; Leiter & Maslach, 2003, 2005; Schaufeli et al., 2009). The results of the
surveys indicate that not only did workload impact emotional exhaustion, but depersonalization
and total burnout. Cancio et al. (2018) wrote that special education teachers are less likely to
leave their positions when they felt that they had the time and energy to complete required
paperwork (Albrecht, 2008). Furthermore, special education teachers experienced a decrease in
stress when a colleague or mentor provided them with instructional and due process guidance, as
well as behavioral support to students (Albrecht et al., 2009; Cancio et al., 2018; Pullis, 1992;
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Wong et al., 2017). To add distinction, collaboration with a colleague that is engaged,
empathetic, and positively invested in the work is imperative (Albrecht et al., 2009). The role
requires the special education teacher to serve as a teacher of children, a thought-partner to
colleagues, an empath to parents, a manager of paraprofessionals, and expert in the area of due
process; each category requiring a different experience and expertise in order to be effective.
Rewards
Given the above description, it is obvious that reward, even in the forms of
acknowledgement and words of appreciation can be appreciated by this group. However, in
terms of organizational failure, reward is the second most cited cause for emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and personal accomplishment. As stated in Chapter Two, while an increase in
compensation can be assumed to be a universal desire for most educators, most special educators
would simply like individual or social acknowledgement of their time and effort (Leiter &
Maslach, 2011; Mojsa-Kaya et al., 2015). Leiter and Maslach reported that an “enjoyable
workflow supports both psychological well-being and physical health and is also the source of
recognition from others” (p. 5).
Fairness and Values
In Chapter One, the researcher explained that the majority of special educators enter the
field of special education as a result of a “calling,” making their decision based on values,
inspiration, and advocacy, rather than financial gain, ease, and prestige (Bullough & HallKenyon, 2011; Farkas, 2000; Futernick, 2007; Levine, 2013). The field is predicated on
advocacy and equity for people with disabilities. As a special educator, the individual is an
advocate at the local level, ensuring that their students’ needs are met and they receive a free and
appropriate education in the least restrictive environment (“Americans with Disabilities Act,”
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1990; Billingsley & Bettini et al., 2019; Code of Ethics for Minnesota Teachers, 2017; Core
Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018; “Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act,”
1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act,” 2004; McLeskey et al., 2017;
Minnesota Department of Education, 2021b, 2021d, 2021e, 2021f, 2021g, 2021h, 2021i; PACER
Center, Inc., 2004; Special Education and Special Programs, 2020; Standards for Effective
Practice for Teachers, 2016; Teachers of Special Education, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e,
2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j, 2018; United States Department of Education 2010, 2017c, 2017d).
It seems only fitting that these equity minded professionals would demand that the
organizations for which they work demonstrate respect for staff and students, fair decisionmaking and operate in alignment with their values. Fairness and values may be associated with
special education teachers’ assessment of organizational reward and workload. This sect of
educators is responsible for multiple content areas of instruction, as well as required paperwork,
per the federal and state government (Core Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018;
“Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act,” 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act,” 2004; McLeskey et al., 2017; Minnesota Department of Education, 2021b,
2021d, 2021e, 2021f, 2021g, 2021h, 2021i; PACER Center, Inc., 2004; Special Education and
Special Programs, 2020; Standards for Effective Practice for Teachers, 2016; Teachers of Special
Education, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017g, 2017h, 2017i, 2017j, 2018; United States
Department of Education 2010, 2017c, 2017d). Their colleagues fulfilling teaching assignments
outside the special education department are free from the aforementioned paperwork. In many
contexts, the special educator is required to accomplish more work during the school day, than
their colleagues in the general education setting, while both parties are provided the same
amount of preparation time during the day. Given the unbalanced workload, the special
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education teacher may seek reward/acknowledgement from their school administrator, especially
given the lack of fairness in scheduling. The ongoing recognition of these circumstances may
create the conditions for the employee to feel undervalued.
The Areas of Worklife Model
The mediation or Areas of Worklife model described by Maslach and Leiter (2005) is
predicated on the concept that the organizational factor of control is the baseline factor for
burnout; thereby suggesting that the remaining five variables are certainly essential, but
complimentary (Leiter & Maslach, 2003; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et
al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et
al., 2009) (Table 3). The results of this study deter from the aforementioned model. The results
of this study illustrate that for the sample of special education teachers surveyed in this study,
control was least likely to contribute to workplace satisfaction when compared to the remaining
four factors of workload, reward, fairness, and values (Figure 4). The leading organizational
factors to predict burnout, as derived from the Areas of Worklife Survey (2011), were primarily
workload, followed by reward, fairness, and values. While community and control are certainly
important to the special education teacher, survey scores did not yield statistically significant
data in these areas.
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At the time of the proposal, the researcher lacked the foresight to include a question on
the survey to gather information on the Federal Setting of the school or special education
program (PACER Center, Inc., 2018c). Federal Settings describe the amount of time that the
child with a disability spends separate from their non-disabled peers (PACER Center, Inc.,
2018c). For example, an IEP with Federal Setting 3 designation informs the reader that the child
spends 61-100% of their day away from their general education peers (PACER Center, Inc.,
2018c). Federal Setting 4 describes a program that is an alternative to their “neighborhood
school,” as the needed specialized program is located in a separate building (PACER Center,
Inc., 2018c). Special education teachers working in specialized programs in buildings separate
from traditional schools suffer less burnout than special education teachers working within a
classroom/program within a largely general education setting (Albrecht et al., 2009; Pullis,
1992). This can be attributed to harmony across organizational variables, such as workload,
reward, fairness, and values.
The researcher acknowledged the length of the survey given the combination of the Areas
of Worklife Survey (Leiter & Maslach, 2011), Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators
(Maslach et al., 1986), and the Ten Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003a). The
researcher expected the duration of the survey to be a potential burden to the volunteer,
especially with the content at 67 questions and the modified teaching model due to the effects of
COVID-19. In hindsight, the researcher may have chosen a lengthier personality measure, such
as the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R), in order to gather more in depth
information about the personalities of Minnesota’s teaching population (Costa, 1996; Costa &
McCrae, 1992).
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Overview of Recommendations
The connection between special education teachers and burnout has been an area of study
for decades (Billingsly & Bettini, 2019; Brunsting et al., 2014). Brunsting et al. (2014) facilitated
a historical literature review summarizing findings related to burnout and the special educator
between the years of 1979 and 2013. Similarly, Billingsly and Bettini reviewed 30 studies
relevant to special education teachers and attrition. Given that the initial education mandate for
students with disabilities was initiated in 1975 and initial burnout studies began in 1979, it is
imperative for those in positions of authority, school and university administrators and state and
federal legislators, understand the role the special educator and that it is altogether unique to all
other teaching positions and other roles in education (Billingsly & Bettini, 2019; Brunsting et al.,
2014; “Educational for All Handicapped Children’s Act,” 1975; School Counselor, 2016; School
Social Worker, 2018; Teachers of Mathematics, 2017; Teachers of Reading, 2018; United States
Department of Education, Office of Rehabilitation Services, 2021). In acknowledging this
distinction, adjustments to organizational factors and teacher preparation occur to remedy this
problem; the perpetual disregard of research is a significant detriment to students and teachers
alike.
Chatterjee (2021) of National Public Radio (NPR) hosted a segment about burnout in
NPR’s LifeKit series in March of 2021. The broadcast featured the work of multiple authorities
on the subject of burnout, including Maslach, whose work is central to this document, as well as
burnout research (Chatterjee, 2021; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al.,
2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016). Maslach’s
(1976) earliest research cited in this dissertation was in the year of 1976. While the documented
evidence of burnout has increased, Maslach’s messaging about the effects of burnout remains
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consistent (Chatterjee, 2021; Maslach, 1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018;
Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016). Maslach maintained
that burnout has three distinct components: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and a
skewed assessment of personal accomplishments (Chatterjee, 2021; Maslach, 1976, 1998;
Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b; Maslach & Leiter,
2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli & Leiter et al., 2009; Schaufeli & Salanova et al., 2007).
Moreover, Maslach persisted in the assertion that burnout can lead to absenteeism, job
loss, isolation, and depression (Chatterjee, 2021; Maslach et al., 1986; Maslach & Leiter, 2007,
2016; Schaufeli et al., 2009). Furthermore, organizational factors have immense power to shift
employees from engagement to burnout (Chatterjee, 2021; Leiter & Maslach, 2011; Maslach,
1976, 1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2018; Maslach & Jackson, 1981a, 1981b;
Maslach & Leiter, 2005, 2007, 2016). Below, the researcher highlights the findings from this
study in regard to the personality-related and organizational factors associated with Minnesota’s
special education teachers.
Recommendations for Special Education Teachers
Reflection
The consistent technical demands and stressors placed upon special education teachers,
coupled with high expectations for collaboration, empathy, self-efficacy, and conflict resolution
skills, leave special education teachers at a high risk for experiencing burnout (Cornelius &
Gustafson, 2020). Current and prospective special education teachers must possess a great deal
of self-knowledge to positively engage in this role (Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020). Special
education teachers are best served when they are able to reflect and assess their needs in terms of
workload, relationships with colleagues and administration, and emotional state including
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stressors, awareness of strengths and weaknesses, and goal areas (Bar-On, 1997; Cancio &
Conderman, 2008; Chatterjee; 2021; Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020; Pishghadam & Sahebjam,
2012). Furthermore, a firm understanding of the role; the technical and social nuances, coupled
with a scope of control, and areas of expertise can minimize the stressors of special educators
(Chatterjee, 2021; Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020). In doing so, the special education teacher is
best positioned to have their needs met and advocate for themselves. Data gained from this study
indicates that extraverted special educators may be best suited, among the five personality types
to self-advocate and thereby resist burnout’s looming presence.
Recognizing stress and overexertion and responding with a planned day off, a
rescheduled meeting, or a post work preferred activity are ways that may prevent the increase of
burnout. (Chatterjee, 2021). Self-care activities such as sleep, exercise, dance, and a healthy diet
are also suggested ingredients to a work-life balance (Albrecht et al., 2009; Cancio et al., 2018).
Listening to music, seeking counseling, and spending time with a supportive network of friends
and family are commonly suggested methods of stress reduction for the special education teacher
(Cancio et al., 2018; Pullis, 1992).
Relationships
Multiple researchers urge special educators to develop a positive relationship with their
colleagues and school administrators (Bettini et al., 2020; Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020).
Learning communities and support groups are not only a means to developing relationships with
other teachers and improved educational outcomes for students, but the groups also help to aid in
teachers’ fulfillment at work (Akiba & Liang, 2016; Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020). The
aforementioned being strengths for the extrovert and agreeable type. Frequent communication
with school administrators can offer special education teachers an opportunity to influence
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professional development offerings but also can serve the educator on a personal level (Cornelius
& Gustafson, 2020). In developing a rapport with administrators, special educators can come to
learn their leaders’ communication and problem solving styles (Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020).
Furthermore, regular contact with administrators can remove speculative anxiety when conflict
arises Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020). While community was not labeled as statistically
significant in organizational factors that impact burnout for Minnesota’s special educators, the
lack of citation may indicate that special educators are aware of the interpersonal component of
the role both professionally and personally.
Regard
Special educators possess a significant amount of information related to the rules and
regulations of special education programming, as well as expert level knowledge about the
students that they serve. Cornelius & Gustafson (2020) reminded special educators that “almost
75% of school administrators reported receiving their special education knowledge from
mandated in-service training from their district” (Sun & Xin, 2019). While the principal may be
the instructional leader for the general education set, special educators may serve as building
leads for their peers, leveraging their experience, student data, and field research to advocate for
children with disabilities (Cornelius & Gustafson , 2020; Karten & Murawski, 2020). “Special
educators are too often humble about what they know and can do” (Cornelius & Gustafson,
2020, p. 211). The expertise of special educators is a strength. Mastery of these gifts and skills
can be instantly added to the special educators’ list of personal accomplishments.
Recommendations for School Administrators
Responsibility to Existing Research
Billingsley and Bettini (2019) reported that 67% of special education teachers leave the
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field prior to retirement and without the urging of a failed professional improvement plan.
What’s more, is that the group is departing from the field in their first three to five years of
service (Albrecht et al., 2009; Alliance for Excellent Education, 2014; Betoret, 2006; Bettini et
al., 2017; Cancio et al., 2018; Education Minnesota, 2021a, 2021b; George et al., 1995;
Hagaman & Casey, 2018; Hammerness, 2003; Liuzzi, 2021; Mark & Anderson, 1985; Schlichte
et al., 2005). While leaders may have their own talents and tenure, resistance to the above
information will not support the decades of evidence and research to support that special
education teachers require specialized support within the school environment.
To that end, school administrators are wise to be alert to the ethics, rules, and regulations
within the field of special education (Billingsley & Bettini et al., 2019; Code of Ethics for
Minnesota Teachers, 2017; Core Skills for Teachers of Special Education, 2018; “Education for
All Handicapped Children’s Act,” 1975; “Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act,” 2004; Minnesota Department of Education, 2021d, 2021e, 2021f, 2021g, 2021h, 2021i;
PACER Center, Inc., 2004; “Provision of Full Services,” 2017; Standards of Effective Practice
for Teachers, 2016). Ignorance to the technical requirements of the program and its basis of
advocacy will surely bring about negative consequences for all stakeholders.
Reflection and Redesign
This study, coupled by that of others, affirms the need for leaders to involve a variety of
stakeholders in order to assess the organizational structures within the school (Albrecht et al.,
2009; Alliance for Excellent Education, 2014; Betoret, 2006; Bettini et al., 2017; Cancio et al.,
2018; Education Minnesota, 2021a, 2021b; George et al., 1995; Gozali-Lee & Connell, 2019;
Hagaman & Casey, 2018; Hammerness, 2003; Higher Education Consortium for Special
Education, 2014; Leiter & Maslach, 2003; Liuzzi, 2021; Mark & Anderson, 1985; Maslach,
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1998; Maslach et al., 2001; Maslach & Leiter, 2004, 2005, 2007, 2016; Schaufeli et al., 2009a;
Schlichte et al., 2005). This study specifically highlights the need for leaders within school
structures to analyze the feasibility of special education teachers’ workloads, as this segment of
Leiter and Maslach’s (2011) Areas of Worklife had a profound and negative impact on teacher
retention. In addition, respondents made clear via their survey submission that equity for students
and staff and acknowledgement of effort invested in the work are paramount for meaningful and
lasting employment.
Relationships
As administrators perpetually seek new special education teacher candidates to serve in
their buildings, they may be prone to ignore the organizational constructs, and their own
behaviors, that can sustain teacher alienation (Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020; Maslach & Leiter,
1997). Special education teacher attrition and burnout rates can be improved if school districts
intentionally invest time and people power in sustaining teachers’ levels of energy, engagement,
and feelings of self-efficacy (Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020; Maslach, 1998). While seeking to fill
teaching positions, leaders must consider the job duties and the intersection of those duties with
the special educators’ strengths, weaknesses, and personality; thereby staffing for substance and
sustainability versus surplus. Cornelius and Gustafson shared that “principal-and-teacher
relationships not only affect teacher commitment; they impact teacher collaborative
relationships”' (p. 208). School administrators are advised to remember that professional
development and mentoring opportunities are of value to this subset of educators and can aid in
retention (Albrecht et al., 2009; Billingsley & Bettini, 2019).
Maslach et al. (2001) argued that while certainly imperative for an individual to address
their mental health, the responsibility to address burnout is not incumbent upon the special
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education teacher (Maslach, 1998; Maslach & Leiter, 2007, 2016). And therefore, the
responsibility to anticipate the effects of burnout must be carried by the organization. In a recent
NPR interview Maslach maintained that, “addressing burnout is really about creating workplaces
where employees can thrive” (Chatterjee, 2021). That being said, administrators must avail
themselves to staff, seeking their opinion, perspective, and providing counsel when needed
(Chatterjee, 2021; Cornelius & Gustafson, 2020).
Conclusion
This body of work affirms that burnout and its components; emotional exhaustion,
cynicism, and a decreased sense of personal accomplishment; are historical and ongoing issues
directly linked to special education teacher attrition. Those with intrapersonal and interpersonal
strengths coupled with field and technical expertise are prime candidates to fulfill the role of a
special educator. Simultaneously, this group of advocates become designated as prime
candidates for burnout upon employment, as if written into the job description. Data shared
throughout this document make clear the needs of survey participants; organizational fit in the
areas of workload, reward, fairness, and values are significant factors in special education
teacher retention. Furthermore, data collected pinpoint dispositional strengths that may be
supportive of special educators' resistance to the pull of burnout, thereby increasing the longevity
of employment. The matter of special education teacher retention requires deliberate and
sustained attention of all stakeholders. While state and federal laws, coupled with local initiatives
work to provide inclusive and effective educational programming for students with disabilities,
the researcher is hopeful that creating and maintaining a stable workforce will also be considered
an essential need in the implementation thereof.
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Appendix B
Maslach Burnout Inventory
SAMPLE ITEMS
How often
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

A few

Once a

A few

Once a

A few

Everyday

times a

month or

times a

week

times a

year or less

less

month

1. _____ I feel emotionally drained from my work.
2. _____ I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job.
3. _____ I don’t really care what happens to some students.

week
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Areas of Worklife Survey Access Documentation
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Appendix D
Ten-Item Personality Instrument (TIPI)

Disagree

Disagree

Disagree a

Neither

Agree a

Agree

Agree

Strongly

moderately

little

agree or

little

moderately

strongly

5

6

7

disagree
1

2

3

4

1. _____ Extraverted, enthusiastic.
2. _____ Critical, quarrelsome.
3. ______ Dependable, self-disciplined.
4. _____ Anxious, easily upset.
5. ______ Open to new experiences, complex.
6. _____ Reserved, quiet.
7. _____ Sympathetic, warm.
8. _____ Disorganized, careless.
9. _____ Calm, emotionally stable
10. _____ Conventional, uncreative
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Appendix E
Tiered Licensure in Minnesota
(Education Minnesota, 2018)
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Appendix F
Data request to PELSB
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Appendix G
CITI Certification
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Appendix H
Email to Participate in the Survey (via Qualtrics)
Hello. I hope this message finds you well and warm. My name is Erin Wanat, and I am a
doctoral student at Bethel University. I am passionate about supporting special educators. As
such, I am working to collect data on special education teachers’ retention and burnout. Within
the next few days, you will receive an email from me inviting you to participate in a voluntary
survey. The upcoming email will share more about the details of my research. Please consider
participating if you are able.
Best,
Erin Wanat
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Appendix I
Informed Consent Form (Level One)
You are invited to participate in a research study based on the topic of special education
teachers and burnout. I hope to learn if there is a connection between a special education
teacher’s level of burnout, engagement, personality type, and organizational factors that lead a
teacher to leave their role as a special educator prior to the age of retirement. I have read a great
deal of research and would like to understand the perspectives from those currently teaching in
Minnesota. I intend to summarize the past and current data as I work to complete my dissertation
and doctoral program at Bethel University. The overall intent of this study is to support special
educators, and by doing so, students with special needs served within Minnesota’s public
schools.
Risks for consenting participants are minimal. There are minimal risks associated with
participating in this study. Given that the study pertains to the three components of burnout:
emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and assessment of professional contribution, you may reflect on
overall positive and negative aspects of your work. There are no intentional or unintentional
short or long term effects of survey participation. If you experience emotional discomfort at any
time while completing the survey, you may cease completion at any time.
Should you decide to participate in this study, you will have access to the survey via the
link below after indicating that you fully understand the parameters of the study. The survey is
composed of 84 questions and will take approximately 20 minutes of your time to complete. The
survey consists of the following combination of surveys that have been vetted to be reliable and
valid; the survey includes the Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators Survey (MBI-ES), Areas
of Worklife Survey (AWS), Work & Wellbeing Survey (UWES), and the Ten Item Personality
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Inventory (TIPI) (Gosling et al., 2003; Maslach et al., 1986; Maslach & Leiter, 2011; Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2004).
Survey data will be gathered from a password protected data collection system called
Qualtrics. Only the researcher will have the authority to access survey data within Qualtrics.
Your contact information was shared with me via a data request to the Professional Educator
Licensing and Standards Board (PELSB). Any and all personal information I hold will not be
retained or stored. Upon conclusion of the study, I will summarize responses from consenting
participants in dissertation format. No one will be identified, and only aggregated data will be
included in the dissertation.
Your decision to participate in this study will have no effect on your employment,
Minnesota teaching license, or relationship with INDIGO Education, at which I serve as the
Executive Director. In addition, there is no penalty for choosing to opt out of the survey. You
may choose to skip or pass over questions that you feel are invasive or too personal. Opting out
of the survey or certain questions will not have an effect on the relationships mentioned above.
Again, your engagement in this survey is voluntary. The extent of your participation in this
survey is survey completion, if desired. Should you initially decide to complete the voluntary
survey, you can withdraw from survey participation at any time.
As a token of gratitude for survey completion, the first 50 individuals to complete the
survey will receive a $5.00 electronic Amazon gift card. In order to provide the gift card to the
participant, the participant will need to share a working email address for distribution.
This research project has been reviewed and approved in accordance with Bethel
University’s Levels of Review for Research with Humans. If you have any questions about the
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research and/or research participants’ rights or wish to report a research-related injury, please
contact the following individuals,
● Erin Wanat at elw58525@bethel.edu and via cell phone at 651.278.2307
● Dr. Krista Soria at krs73996@bethel.edu

Please keep a copy of this email for your records if you plan to engage in the research described
above.
______________________________________________________________________________

You are making a decision regarding whether or not to participate in this research. Your
electronic signature indicates that you have read the information above and have decided to
participate. You may withdraw at any time without penalty or prejudice.
Signature

Signature of Investigator

Date

Date
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Appendix J
Thank you email to survey participants
Hello!
I know that you have multiple responsibilities and limited time.
Thank you so very much for completing the survey.
I appreciate the time and effort that you invested in your survey responses.
Should be interested in a summary of survey data, please contact me at elw58525@bethel.edu. I
will have summary data to share mid-March.
Thank you again,
Erin
Bethel University

